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Foreword

he question of “supervision,” with the national cry for a retooling
Tof supervisory skills, is of great interest to me. My own district,
Salt Lake City School District, has embraced “shared governance” for
many years. And my tenure as director of the Utah Principals Academy
has further confirmed my view that current and future educational
administrators must have skills that transcend the old supervisory
norms. No longer can we accept a “top-down” approach to supervision.

Iapplaud Carl Glickman's view that leadership, to be effective, must
be shared. Those working together at alocal school site must paiticipate
in goal setting and decision making. The entire school community
needs to be involved—teachers, support staff, parents, and administra-
tion. “People support what they help create” is a motto that has guided
me during my administrative career.

For example, as principal, I can obscrve, make notes, conter, and
advise—but the stigma of “boss” is always there. Teachers view the
administrator as the “snoopervisor” rather than as an advocate and
colleague. 1 have learned to trust the teachers, involve them in all
decisions regarding the school—and cope with the cry that our mecet-
ings are too long. Shared decision making does take longer, but it is the
one way that professionals can have a collective voice in planning goals
and guiding practice in a school. The combined effort of our school
community is one reason we were sclected by Jhe U.S. Department of
Education as a National Blue Ribbon School.

As the educational system struggles with “restructuring” and organ-
izational shifts, the old burcaucratic style of supcrvision is in ilux,
Teachers, who are the ultimate experts in curriculum and instruction,
must be involved in the planning and delivery of instruction. They arc
the best judge of effective instructional strategies and should be given
the latitude of working together to enhance cach other’s skills. The
yearbook gives many explicit examples of teachers becoming involved
» 1 making decisions at their schools,

Glickman has organized the yearbook in a way that should be most
useful to practitioners. The introductory section, a splendid historical
overview of the supervision process, leads into the next section, on
sromising practices. The third section of the yearbook explores the
preparation of teachers—in ways that encourage professional inquiry
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and true collegiality. And the final section reflects on the great transfor-
mation—one might say, revolution—in supervision today.

Especially significant to me is Chapter 4, by Andrew Gitlin, a
professor at the University of Utah, and Karen Price, a teacher involved
in his study of “horizontal evaluation.” Five teachers in my school were
also a part of this research as students in the master’s program. They
were hesitant initially, but quickly moved into a mode of mutual trust
and support. These teachers valued the observation and feedback ses-
sions and saw them as a way to help one another grow professionally.

Several chapters address a “peer coaching” approach to supervi-
sion; others speak of peer assistance, teacher mentors, and collegial
support. By whatever name, teachers helping teachers is the best method
of improving the practice of teaching. Supervisors—at whatever level—
must involve those with whom they work and those affected by the
system. Supervision in Transition provides educators with a fascinating
combination of sound research and practices that will serve as a guide
for such a transition.

CORRINE HILL
ASCD President, 1991-92
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Introduction:
Postmodernism and
Supervision

Carl D, Glickman

All of us, writing now, are post modernists, whether
voluntarily or in—you can'’t escape your era, can’t pre-
tend to not know what is known, what is in the very air.

Jovce Carol Qates, “Excerpts from a Journal: July 1989, "
1990, p. 122

t is perhaps time for those of us who have toiled, practiced, and

written about supervision to no longer “pretend to not know” that
events in education are shaking our deep-rooted conceptions of instruc-
tional supervision. Might 1 even suggest that the term instructional
supervision itsclf may be outliving its usctulness? The reordering and
redefining of socicties, governments, and economices have been in “the
very air.” People are rethinking old ways of doing business, dismantling
hierarchies, and formulating new expressions of “life, liberty, and the
pursuit of happiness.” It is no historical accident that the democratiza-
tion and decentralization of governmenis across the world are happen-
ing at the same time similar activities are being asked of public schools.
Providing administrators, teachers, students, and parents a real voice
in educationai decisions at the time of perceived educational crisis is a
bold attempt to rethink our schools, the ways that we teach, and the
ways students learn. We know what we will have it we operate as we
have in the past—and the prospects are not promising. However, we
don't know what we will achicve by operating differently; those pros-
pects are both frightening and exhilarating. But, at last, citizens and
school people are willing to do what we have not casily done betore:
take visks.
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SUPERVISION IN TRANSITION

Where does this leave educational supervision as a concept and set
of activities? When 1 was asked to edit the 1992 ASCD Yearbook, 1
grappled with this question. As the director of the Program for School
Improvement (which operates the League of Professional Schools) and
as a professor and author of past textbooks in supervision, 1 found
myself caught between my “old” viewpoints and the realities of how
public schools are actually moving ahead to improve teaching and
learning. When schools become decentralized, engage in shared gov-
ernance, and sce themselves as the center of action research, the term
supervisor or supervision has little meaning to staff members. Instead,
they think of ¢ -ancing education through shared leadership and
collegiality; through their own plans for staff development and curricu-
lum development; o+ through their own goal setting, actions, and
rescarch. A “superviz " with hierarchical control of these activities—
whether a principal ¢. central office member—is antithetical to them.
“Supervision,” as a term derived from its industrial roots of closely
inspecting the work of employees, is also antithetical (and a bit disgust-
ing) to them. Instead, educators, students, and parents sce themselves
in control of their own actioss and their own concepts. They sce
themselves as committed, intelligent, resourceful, and dignitied people
who can discuss, devate, and make informed decisions to reform and
sustain meaningtul education.

Most activities or programs that 1, and ot! ers, have clearly articu-
lated in the past as “supervisory” or “supervision” are not called by that
name by today's risk-taking practitioners. Instead they use terms such
as coaching, collegiality, reflective practitioners, professional develop-
ment, critical inquiry, and study or research groups. Practitioners shun
the word “supervision” to describe the what and why of their actions.
Given Jovee Carol OQates’ quandary that 1 “can't pretend to not know
what is known,” the idea of an ASCD vearbook called Supervision in
Transition dawned on me. T thought how interesting it would be to ask
voung and experienced women and men from public schools and
universitics, who work in varving settings and who speak from ditterent
perspectives, 1o tell us how supervision is being construed in places
struggling to reshape education. The challenge that 1 invited the authors
to write about was this:

Over the past decade, sehool supervision has been in the midst of

swirling, transitional views. One view of supervision—as district-

based, inspector-type tunction carried out by line supervisors who
understand generic processes of effective teaching—has pained ascen-
dancy. A shifting view of supervision as a school-based collegial proc-

ess, based on retlection, uncertainty, and problem solving, has been

10




Introduction: Postmodernism and Supervision

finding acceptance ir schools that are recasting the roles and respon-
sibilities of teachers. A further area of shifting views has been from an
emphasis on pedagogy to a focus on the interaction of content (subject
knowledge) and instruction. These transitions in supervision have
created volatile issues, tugging at the security of people’s professional
lives, and changirg previous organizational structures. The 1992 year-
book intends to bring fresh insights from the varying perr ectives of
theorists, researchers, and practitioners to inform those who will
decide and implement programs of supervision for the 21st century.

The authors’ responses to my challenge were remarkably candid
and thought provoking. It was a joy for me to read their contributions
and uncover more of what we alrecady know, as well as what clse we
need to know. Some writers take us into their schools and provide
immediate and vivid portravals of the actual and changing experiences
of supervision. Other writers teach us from a distance to rcthink the
related philosophical and psychological issucs of a changing school and
supervision world.

There is a logical order to this book: it moves from perspectives on
context, to practice, to preparation, and concludes with reflection. But,
to me, the book is really a collection of voices pushing our thinking and
actions about supervision. The authors went beyond my challenge; they
reshaped it. Their words echo the words of Joyce Carol Oates: “Don't
pretend to not know what vou know.” Supervision is in such throes of
change that not only is the historical understancing of the word becom-
ing obsolete, but I've come to believe that if “instructional leadership”
were substituted cach time the word “supervision” appears in the text,
and “instructional leader” substituted for “supesvisor,” little meaning
would be lost and much might be gained. To be blunt: as a ftield, we may
no longer need the old words and connotations. Instead, we might be
seeing every talented educator (regardless of role) as an instructional
leader and supervisor of instruction. If so, indeed, the old order will
have crumbled.

Reference

Oates, J.C. (1990). “Excerpts trom a Journal: July 1989." Georeia Review 44, 1
& 2:121-134,
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Policy and Supervision

Linda Darling-Hammond with Eileen Sclan

tate and local policies have exerted a growing influence on the
Ssupervision and evaluation of teachers. The increased role of policy
is intimately related to recent attempts to improve and “professionalize”
teaching. On one hand, policymakers recognize that teacher compe-
tence is a critical component of educational quality—and they press for
policies aimed at enhancing teacher knowledge and skill. On the other
hand, states and districts mandate specific supervision and evaluation
strategies that reinforce nonprofessional conceptions of teaching and
modes of assessment. This apparent paradox can be resolved only by
reshaping the governance of the teaching occupation so that evaluation
functions are designed and carried out according to professional stand-
ards of practice.

Professionalism and the Press for
Teacher Policy

During the 1980s, a number of reform proposals discussed the
professionalization of teaching (see, e.g., Carncgic Forum 1986, Holmes
Group 1986, National Governors’ Association 1986). The proposals
focused attention on the nature of teacher preparation, evaluation,
support, and involvement 11 decision making as kev to effective school-
ing and teaching. These proposals were based on a different theory of
educational improvement than were reformis launched in carlicer dee-
aucs, which focused more on “teacher-proof” curriculums and manage-
ment techniques than en investments in teacher knowledge:

One theory, which may be called bureaucratic in orientation, assumes

that specialized knowledge for teaching is unnecessary because tech-

niques, tools, and methods can be prescribed from above, they need

not be crafted by teachers themselves, The other theory, which may be

called professional in orientation, assumes that pedagogical prepara-

tion is essential, because teachers must be capable of making complex

13



SUPERVISION IN TRANSITION

educational decisions on behalf of diverse students (Darling-Ham-

mond and Berry 1988, p. xi).

The bureaucratic management of teaching has involved a quest for
instructional tools and systems that can be prescribed for teacher use.
“Standardized” and “routine” are the key words here: the bureaucratic
model assumes that students are standardized enough in their re-
sponses that they will respond in routine and predictable ways to a
common stimulus, and that teaching tasks are routine enough 0 be
converted to procedures. The professional conception starts from a
different assumption: because students learn in different ways and at
different rates, teaching must be responsive to their needs if it is to be
effective. As a consequence, teachers musi make decisions in nonrou-
tine situations using a complex knowledge base augmented by highly
developed judgment and skill.

The professional conception of teaching places more emphasis on
the following:

e Teacher preparation and ongoing opportunitics for learning.

o Evaluation of teaching, as well as a different kind of evaluation.

o The appropriateness of teaching decisions to the goals and con-
texts of instruction and the needs of students, not just prescribed
routines.

o Evaluation as a constant feature of organizational and classroom
life, not as a discrete annual event. In such ongoing evaluations, teach-
ers continually inquire about the usetulness of their plans and actions
and continually revise them in light of these inquiries (Darling-Ham-
mond 1986, Glickman 1985). (See also Chapter 8 for further compari-
sons of burcaucratic and “emerging” practice.)

The professional conception of evaluation is not based on an
inspection system featuring supervisors bearing checklists on brief
visits to classrooms. Rather, evaluation is an ongoing set of experiences
in which teachers examine their own and each others’ work, determine
its effectiveness, and explore alternative strategies. In fact, a profes-
sional structure for teaching may not include traditional, burcaucratic
supervision, defined as the one-to-one relationship between a worker
and a presumably more expert superordinate who is charged with
overseeing and correcting the work (Gitlin and Smyth 1990). Instead,
organizational strategies for team planning, sharing, cvaluating, and
learning may create methods for peer review of practice. These strate-
gies—Ilike those used in other professional organizations and restruc-

14



Policy and Supervision

tured businesses—may better fill the needs previously addressed by
traditional supervisory functions (Darling-Hammond 1986).

The emphasis of recent reforms on “professionalizing” teaching has
engendered a great deal of policy activity aimed at teachers and teach-
ing. During the 1980s, states developed more than 1,000 legislated acts
regarding teachers and implemented a substantial number of them in
schools (Darling-Hammond and Berry 1988). Many of these enact-
ments introduced new requirements for teacher preparation, certifica-
tion, the induction and evaluation of beginning teachers, and the
evaluation or recertification of veteran teachers. Other legislation in-
troduced funding for mentors for beginning teachers, or for “lead”
teachers assuming a variety of supervisory or other roles in schools. Still
other legislation sought to institute performance-based compensation
systems for teachers, accompanied by changes in evaluation methods
and supervision strategies.

This legislative activity and its resultant policies have been
launched under the banner of professionalism, reflecting the view that
teachers are an important part of the educational equation. The re-
forms, however, have often adopted a bureaucratic view of teaching.
And because many of the changes are lodged in law and regulation, they
have greatly influenced supervision and evaluation practices—and con-
sequently teaching and learning. These policy changes are not only
more far reaching, but also more resistant to revision than would be
true if formal policy tools were not the vehicles for change. Competing
visions of teaching and learning, as well as supervision and evaluation,
are embodied in this raft of new teacher policies.

Policies Influencing Teacher Supervision

Many kinds of policies influence teacher supervision. Obviously,
formal evaluation policies for beinning and veteran teachers are fre-
quently accompanied by supervisury structures and requirements. For
beginning teachers, these policies may be part of a state licensing
system, as well as a local district evaluation system. Increasingly, legal
requirements for assisting and assessing beginning teachers are part of
changes in states’ licensing standards.

The standards soon to be established by the National Board for
Professional Teaching Standards may have important effects onteacher
supervision. Alongside perform ance-based assessments that are part of
certification examinations, the board is considering the use of portfo-
lios whose contents will engage teachers in critiquing and coaching

9
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SUPERVISION IN TRANSITION

their peers as part of the certification process. Moreover, the sorts of
references, recommendations, and other evidences of performance that
teachers may be required to produce when tney sit for board examina-
tions would require departures from traditional teacher supervision
and evaluation practices.

In addition to these obvious influences on supervision practices,
other federal, state, and local district policies can affect how teachers
are supervised, by whom, and by what riteria.!

State Policy Trends

The school reform movement has expanded state roles in educa-
tional policy-making generally. This has been especially true in the area
of teacher supervision and evaluation, given the states’ concerns about
teacher quality and school accountability. By 1990, 44 of the 50 states
and the District of Columbia had legislative or regulatory requirements
for the evaluation of veteran teachers (Valentine 1990; AACTE 1988;
Flakus and Mosqueda 1986). In addition, 47 states and the District of
Columbia are implementing, piloting, or considering induction pro-
grams for beginning teachers (Valentine 1990; AACTE 1988; NASDTEC
1988; Bray ct al. 1985; Defino and Hoffman 1984; Hawk and Robards
1987; Darling-Hammond and Berry 1988; Goertz 1988). All told, 31
states require or suggest specific procedures or instruments for evalu-
ation (Valentine 1990). Nearly all of the remainder require that evalu-
ation occur, though they are less prescriptive about the methods used.

Veteran Teacher Supervision and Evaluation

For tenured tcachers, more than half ot the states (27) require
scheduled classroom observations by a supervisor, varying from twice
a year to once every three years. Surmmative evaluation reports are
required by 29 states, varving from once every year to once every three
years (Valentine 1990). The supervisory process is often stipulated to
include such activities as note-taking by the supervisor (sometimes on
a specified form), post-observation conferences, uses of (or constraints
against using) particular types of nonobservational or artifact data, and

Federal, state, and local policies may include (1) highly prescriptive curriculum guidelines
that specify teaching practices in great detail--and thus point supervision toward the inspection
and monitoring of these practices: (2) teaching “models” that envision standa Heaching routines
to be followed for cach lesson; and (3} test-driven instructional strategies vat trigger teacher
reviews based on student outcomes. New efforts to aim both teaching and testing at higher order
cognitive skills and performance activities will also affect teacher supervision. For example,
Vermont’s efforts to institute portfolios for exantining student progress will also provide indica-
tors of teaching activities; these indicators will likely influence supervision of teaching.

16
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Policy and Supervision

written plans for professional developmentor remediation under speci-
fied circumstances (Valentine 1990).

Of the 44 states that require evaluation of veteran teachers, 12
mandate the use of state-developed instruments or procedures, while
22 require that local districts develop their own, sometimes according
to state guidelines (e.g., New Mexico and Indiana) or subject to state
approval (c.g., Pennsylvania). Othersrequire only that evaluation occur,
without specifying how it must be performed.

Among the 12 states that mandate the use of state-developed instru-
ments or procedures, most have drawn their criteria and indicators
from a particular subset of what is known as the “teaching cffectiveness
research.” This aspect of the research establishes behaviors associated
with generic skills in a small number of domains as the basis for
observation, supervision, and evaluation (Valentine 1990; French,
Holdzkom, and Kuligowski 1990). These criteria are even more widelv
used in beginning teacher evaluation programs, which are generally
more highly specified by states because the criteria are often directly
linked to licensing as well as tenure decisions.

State and local forays into merit pay and carcer ladder programs
have created another arena in which policies are influencing teacher
supervision practices. During the 1980s, more than 40 states considered
or experimented with programs intended to reward teachers based on
their performance. Though most merit pay initiatives have already
folded, carcer ladder efforts continue in many places (Darling-Ham-
mond and Berry 1988). Career ladder approaches have wide-ranging
influences on teacher supervision, including various forms of sclf-evalu-
ation, peer review, and portfolio development.

Career ladder programs also often include new roles for senior
teachers as supervisors, coaches, or mentors of beginning teachers and
as consultants to other veteran teachers, thus changing traditional
bureaucratic arrangements governing supervisory relationships.

Beginning Teacher Supervision and Evaluation

There has been a substantial increase in state involvernent in the
supervision of beginning teachers throughout this past decade. Though
requirements for some local evaluation of beginning teachers have
existed for many vears (29 states require some evaluation bevond that
received by tenured teachers), new state programs tend to mandate (and
occasionally fund) particular kinds of assistance and assessment for
beginners.

17
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The first of these recent state initiatives tor beginning teacher
induction was in 1980 (Ishler 1988). By 1984, 8 states had enacted
policies; and by 1988, 12 states required some specified supervision or
evaluation procedures for beginning teachers (NASDTEC 1988). At the
beginning of 1990, the number of states implementing beginning
teacher supervision/evaluation programs was 18, including the District
of Columbia (Valentine 1990; AACTE 1988; NASDTEC 1988; Hawk and
Robards 1987), while another 30 had proposals on the drawing board
or under consideration.

Most of the 18 state-implemented programs mandate both assis-
tance and assessment of new teachers. (Illinois requires assistance only;
states like California and Maryland provide funding for some mentors
but do not yet require that beginning teachers receive their assistance)
(Wagner 1985). Fourteen of the states have developed state perform-
ance nbservation instruments and supervisory procedures, with varying
degrees of prescriptiveness. For example, Connecticut, Georgia, and
Kentucry require the use of a state-developed instrument for evaluating
beginniny teachers. Districts in Florida may choose whether to use the
state’s instrument or develop their own; all but one use the Florida
Performance Measurement System (FPMS). New Mexico districts may
choose among four state models or design their own. Oklahoma's
state-developed instrument, though required, uses a narrative format
less constraining than many other checklist approaches.

Four of the 18 states allow local districts to choose their instru-
ments and procedures. Pennsylvania and Maine require districts to
attend to state guidelines when developing their plans; California and
Oregon allow districts wide discretion in developing their own plans.

Thirteen of these states require completion of the programs for
certification (Goertz 1988). The structure of most of these programs is
similar: assistance and assessment teams of two or three people (usually
ap administrator, “mentor” teacher, and state department or university
education department representative) observe new teachers two or
three times during the first vear. Observers are usually trained to use
state-developed performance observation instruments that list criteria
deduced from a portion of the teaching effectiveness literature. In some
cases, new teachers are given a development plan to follow. In addition
to a varving number of formative evaluations, at least one summative
evaluation is required during the first vear.

If new teachers fail to demonstrate the behaviors designated as
indicators for the required list of competercies, then they are to receive
assistance from the team or attend staff uevelopment (Goertz 1988).

12
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Pclicy and Supervision

Those who still fail to master the competencies cannot receive a teach-
ing license. Thus, supervision is focused on the specific behaviors
required by the form rather than on actual proble'ns of practice (Borko
1986). As Fox and Singletary \1986) point out: “Jiew [programs] focus
on the goals of developing a reflective orientation and the skills essential
to self-evaluation.”

Prototypes of the more prescripiive programs are found in states
such as Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, South / irolina, North Carolina,
Tennessee, Virginia, Kentucky, and Connecticut. Louisiana and Arizona
are piloting similar types of programs. By contrast, California's mentor
program emphasizes developmental supervision. Although the type of
teacher support offerad to California teachers varies from district to
district, assistance may take any form that supports the teacher’s
growth; it is not limited to a presciibed set of behaviors (Wagner 1985),
and completion of the program is not tied directly to certification.

Other states, such as Illinois and Ohio, emphasize support for
beginning teachers rather than focusingon a prescribed form of evalu-
ation. Their assistance, too, is not limited to behavioral indicators of
generic skills. States such as Minnesota and New York are developing
full-fledged internship programs like those used in other professions.
They will provide clinical supervision and training to beginning teach-
ers aimed at the translation of a complex knowledge base into judgmen-
tally sound practice.

Local Policy Trends

In many cases, the reform movement has been led by local school
districts intent not only on improving teaching, but also on changing
the relationships governing the management of schools and teaching.
In some places, local teachers’ unions have taken leadership roles; in
others, enlightened superintendents or school board members have led
the way. Wherever significant reforms have occurred, hoth “manage-
ment” and “labor” have joined together to redefine their roles and
relationships regarding professional standards for teaching (McDon-
nell and Pascal 1988; Wise, Darling-Harimond, McLaughlin, and Bern-
stein 1984).

One important example of this trend was the creation of an in-
tern/intervention program in Toledo, Ohio, in the early 1980s (see
Chapter 9). This program has become the model for similar initiatives
in Cincinnati, Ohio; Rochester, New York; Washington, D.C.; and elsc-
where (Darling-Hammond 1984). The teachers association in Toledo
bargained for a new model of professional accountability in which
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expert “consulting” teachers provide intensive supervision to both new
entrants and to veterans having difficulty. The consulting teachers’
efforts are overseen by acommittee of teachers and administrators, who
consider evidence from the school principal and the consulting teacher
in the course of making evaluation decisions conceriing continued
employment of interns and intervention candidates. Shared norms of
professional practice are both defined and enforced in this clinical
problem-solving model. Shared responsibility for teaching is also cre-
ated.

The importance of these kinds of initiatives has been underscored
by more recent reforins aimed at shared decision making and joint
accountability in schools, but these programs have not always been
greeted with open arms. When the teachers’ union and school board in
Rochester, New York, negotiated a similar mentoring program, the
district was sued by its Council of Supervisors and Administrators, the
chief principals’ union, on the grounds that only certified administra-
tive staff should be allowed to supervise teachers. The case was thrown
out of court because the judge could not see how such aneffort to coach
beginning teachers could be anything but helpful; however, the e
of threat manitested in the administrators’ complaint is still presel. in
many school systems experimenting with forms of peer assistance and
review for teachers.

Many local efforts to revamp supervision and evaluation practices
include opportunities for teachers to observe and consult with their
peers in a variety of formal and informal ways. These may range from
peer-mediated self-appraisal strategies (Barber 1984) to released time
for mutual classroom observation and the provision of time for joint
planning and consultation (see Chapter 4). These strategies are one way
to introduce expertise related to a teacher’s subject arca or grade level
into the dialogue about teaching. They also provide a means for helping
teachers to encounter and develop richer understandings of teaching in
various contexts and to develop the shaied norms of practice so critical
to a profession (Darling-Hammond 1986; Darling-Hammond, Gendler,
and Wise 1990).

Local initiatives to rethink and restructure teachers’ opportunities
to learn, however, must contend with state policies that may or may not
support the conceptions of teaching and teacher learning thet under-
gird their own reforms. As the field takes shape, it is increasingly clear
that retormers have differing ideas about how to improve teaching and,
in fact, very different ideas about what good teaching is and what
knowledge and skills it demands. These ideas, in turn, tode very
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different futures for teaching as a profession and for the nature of
education that students are likely to receive (Sce Section 11 for examples
of local initiatives). In what follows, we seek to illuminate these futures
by examining the content, methods, and assumptions embodied in two
policy approaches to teacher supervision.

Policy Effects on Teaching and
Teacher Learning

As noted earlier, different conceptions of the work of teaching have
important implications for the ways in which teaching and learning are
structured. These conceptions vary primarily in the extent to which they
view learning as either predictable and standardized or differentiated
and complex—and teaching as the mastery of simple routines or as the
exercise of informed judgment,

Several analysts have recently described the different views of
teaching that undergird two identifiably different supervisionstrategies
and policies. The first kind of supervision model focuses on the devel-
opment of a reflective teaching orientation stimulated by attention to
teachers’ individual contexts and felt needs (e.g., Garman 1982, Glick-
man 1985). The second emphasizes the production of specific teacher
behaviors thought to represent “effective teaching” (e.g., Minton 1979,
Hunter 1984).

Tracy and MacNaughton (1989) characterize the proponents of
these two approaches to supervision as “neo-progressive” in the first
instance and “neo-traditionalist” in the latter. Their analysis—and that
of the proponents themselves (see, ¢.g., Garman, Glickman, Hunter, and
Haggerson 1987)—locates neo-progressives in the intellectual tradition
of cognitive developmentalists such as Dewey, Piaget, and Bruner.
Neo-traditionalists derive much of their intellectual heritage from be-
havioral psychologists such as E.L. Thorndike. Neo-pre gressives are
concerned with developing deliberative classrooms that support both
teachers and students in constructing meaning from their interactions
with each other and with the world they study. Neo-traditionalists are
concerned with specifying and producing teacher behaviors thought to
increase those student behaviors thought to be associated with learning.

Although both approaches claim the mantle of “clinical supervi-
sion” (Cogan 1973, Goldhammer 1969), neo-traditionalists bypass sev-
eral fundamental tenets of clinical supervision models by deriving
observation criteria and desired outcomes from correlational research
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on teaching behaviors rather than from the concerns and intentions of
teachers working in di{ferent contexts (Garman et al. 1987, Pavan 1986,
Costa 1984). The goal is to coach teachers to display these behaviors
rather than to identify and solve actual problems of prrctice. As such,
this kind of strategy has been criticized for failing to encourage or assess
teacher reflectiveness (Macmillan and Pendlebury 1985; Peterson, P.L.,
and Comeaux 1989a; Gitlin and Smyth 1990). The neo-traditionalist
approach has even been dubbed “unrelated to the cultivation of con-
scious thought” (Gibboney 1987).

The behavioral approach has been adopted by many of the states
that were among the first to mandate beginning teacher induction
programs in the early 1980s (French et al. 1990). Tl se states also
tended to adopt low-inference evaluation instruments requiring only
the observation and tallying of specific behaviors. Because use of these
observations for making a licensure decision demands reliability and
“objectivity,” the challenge is ostensibly met by allowing the evaluator
only to note the presence or absence of behaviors, not their appropri-
ateness or cffectiveness. When evaluation is made “evaluator-proof” in
this way, the supervisor’s job is simplified, as supervision can focus only
on the search for and production of these behaviors. This approach
typifies the reductionism attacked by Sergiovanni (1984) as symp*o-
matic of the “web of primitive scientism” in which teacher supervision
seems trapped:

Examples of reductionism in the supervision and evaluation of teach-

ing would be the reducing of complex patterns of human interaction

to tallies on a data collection schedule and reducing the phenomenon

of student response to teaching to the timing of specific student task

behaviors (p. 355).

Sergiovanni continues:

The consequence of this stance is a 7ieoccupation with “looking” at

classrooms, teachers, and teaching a the expense of “seeing.” To look

is to attend and describe; to see is to discover and understand. . . .

The scientitic-technical view argues that looking must be emphasized

to avoid perceptual problems and evaluation bias. . . . [However), the

choice of sucha framework (for reliably recording events) corresponds

to some preconception of the issue. This preconception guides the

inguiry and helps to determine the findings, and thus the evaluation

is biased from the beginning (p. 361).

Because bias is unavoidable, even when “objective” methods are
used, the real question is, What is the framework that guides the
behaviorally oriented teacher induction and evaluation programs? The
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research cited as the basis for most of these behaviorist supervision
models is generally a subset of process-product rescarch on teaching
(Valentine 1990, Fren.h et al. 1990) indicating that “direct instruction”
techniques? correlate with clementary school students’ performance on
multiple-choice basic skills tests. Many researchers have criticized the
use of this research base to derive standardized rules for practice—
because of its correlational nature (Griifin 1985) and its contextual
limitations (Darling-Hammond 1986; Macmillan and Pendlebury 1985,
Peterson, PL., and Comeaux 1989a). This subset of process-product
rescarch, however, is still widely used in “rescarch-based” teacher
evaluation and supervision models adopted by many states and
districts.

The “clfective teaching” research supporting direct instruction
strategics has uncarthed many of its own limitations. For example,
teaching behaviors found effective in some situations are ineffective or
aven counterprod. ctive when used too much or under the wrong
circumstances (Peterson, K., and Kauchak 1982; Mediey 1977; Soar
1972). Meanwhile, other research has found that students’ performance
on tasks requiring higher order skills, creativity, and problem-solving
abilities benefits from very different instructional approaches (sce e.g.,
Peterson, P.L., 1979). Other rescarchers have found that effective teach-
ing behaviors vary depending on student characteristics, subject matter
demands, and instructional goals (Brophy and Evertson 1974; Cron-
bach and Snow 1977; Peterson, P.L., 1976; Gage 1978; McDonald and
Elias 1976).

A major problem with inferring generalized rules for practice from
correlational studies is that causc-effect relationships are unproved.?
Moreover, the use of such a practice frequently reduces rather than
enhances a teacher’s effectiveness. These problems occur because im-
portant context variables change the relationship between a given
behavior and its outcome. Thus, the fact that teachers vary their
behaviors across teaching situations can produce more effective teach-
ing, even though these behaviors may not contribute to evaluation
results, as measured by low-inference behavioral instruments (Shavel-
son and Dempsey-Atwood 1976, Stodolsky 1984). These same context

e e et e e

2These are defined as teacher-directed activities using matet tals congruent with achievement
test tasks monitored by frequent use of fow-cognitive-level questions and drill (Rosenshine 1979)

That is. a correlation may occur for many noncausal reasons. For instance, another
independent tactor mav be associated with both of the variables under studv. Also, a small
correlation across many cases. though statistically significant, means thut one variable generally
accounts for very little of the variance in the other, and it may mask dramatie ditferences in the
relationship between the sume twa variables under varving conditions..
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factors produce the inconsistencies among findings in process-product
studies that have undermined contidence in simple appiications of their
results (Doyle 1978, Peterson, P.1.., 1979).

Sometimes, the limitations of such simple applications are pointed
out by additioral process-product research. For example, in one study
secking to validate Georgia's Teacher Performance Assessment Instru-
ment, two of the instrument’s behaviors? actually produced significant
ne ative correlations with teachers’ effectiveness, as measured by stu-
dent achievement gains (Ellett, Capie, and Johnson 1981).

Unfortunately, as we describe in the next sections, even where
studies have noted contextual nuances and limitations, these findings
are ignored when the research is translated into supervision and evalu-
ation schemes. Other bodices of research—such as rescarch on cogni-
tion, child development, motivation and behavior, subject-specific
pedagogy, and effective schooling—are typically not “acluded at all in
these schemes (French et al. 1990; Darling-Hammend 1986; Darling-
Hammond, Wise, and Pease 1983).

This might be an academic issue if policy were not currently the
major vehicle for models of teacher supervision. State-level induction
and evaluation policies not only affect beginning teachers, but they also
affect the state’s teacher education institutions, which are often evalu-
ated by the number of their graduates prepared to “pass” the standards
(Darling-Hammond and Berry 1988). Griffin (1985) expresses a con-
cern that such simplistic applications of limited rescarch findings
produce a lowest-common-denominator standard for certification, A
related concern is the following: When tcacher supervision and evalu-
ation are guided by these lights, what kind of teacher learning occurs?
What are the results for teaching and, ultimately, for student learning?

In the followingsections, we examine these concerns with reference
to two distinctive models of beginning teacher supervision: Florida's
Pertormance Measurement System (FPMS) and Minnesota’s newly
endorsed teacher internship program standards.

*One behavior-the wav in which the tacher “sttends to routine tasks™ - was stgnificantly
and negatively related to students’ progress in both reading and mathematis & Another- - the way
in which the teacher “specifies and selects learner objectives for lessons™ was signibicantly and
negatively related to students” progress in mathematics. Interestinglv, related planniog behaviors
vonvernmg the selection of procedures, nuterials, and assessments were alvo negatively related
to students’ nrathematics progress, though not signilicantly, This Ltter resalt leads one to
guestion whether the bebavioral indicators selected were vigid or inappropriate,
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The Florida Performance Measurement System

The Florida Beginning Teacher Program had its origins in an
omnibus school reform package enacted in 1979. Beginning in 1982,
~ew teachers in Florida were to receive a year of supervision and were
to be evaluated on a number of “generic” competencies through a
“performance measurement system.” The FPMS is an extreme form of
an observation-based behavioral tally: the observers record the frequen-
cies of specific behaviors in two columns, one for “cffective” behaviors,
the other for “ineffective.” The observer does not record anv other
behaviors, any information about contextual factors, or any informa-
tion about the behaviors of students or other individuals in the class-
room, nor does any interpretive narrative accompany the tally.

The system was also adopted foruse with veteran teachers in many
Florida districts and became a requirement for the state's ill-fated
“Master Teacher Program,” later accounting in part for the program'’s
dernise. The system has since been used in Kentucky; and many of its
principles have been used in teacher evaluation instruments in South
Carolina, North Carolina, and Texas (Hazi 1989). Similar systems of
behavioral tallies are also in use in Mississippi, Tennessee, and Virginia
(French et al. 1990).

In an important scnse, then, the FPMS approach represents a
prototype of an evaluation model that has had widespread policy
consequences. Within Florida, the instrument has been used to drive
many different types of decisions about teacher certification, tenure,
retention, and compensation. Outside the state, the instrument has had
an impact as others looking for reform guidance have found it a readily
available tool for their own goals.

In addition, the greater the number of uses found for such instru-
ments, the more far reaching their influences on teacher preparation
and continuing supervision. Where important decisions are to be made
based on a measure, the “high stakes” associated with its use tend to
cause behaviors required by the measure to increase; and pe formances
not emphasized by the measure will frequently decrease (Haney and
Madaus 1986). Thus, one might expect that high-stakes policy uses of
a teacher evaluation tool would increase the importance of the evalu-
ation model as a basis for supervision while decreasing attention to
other educational concerns. One study suggests that such uses of the
Florida instrument have also strengthened the normally weak effects
that supervision practices generally have on teacher learning and
teacher performance (Peterson, PL., and Comeaux 1989b).
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What do teachers who learn to teach to the FPMS actually learn?
First, eviderce suggests that the range of teaching concerns they are
likely to encounter and consider will be much narrower than would
otherwise be true. For example, Hoover and O’'Shea (1987) compared
the post-observation conferences of supervisors who used the FPMS
with those who used a more open-ended “analytical recording form.”
They found that the FPMS users discussed a much narrower range of
“elevant behaviors, and these focused almost exclusively on the behav-
iors listed on the FPMS checklist.

Among the concerns that would likely be missing from such discus-
sions are those ignored by the instrument: the teacher’s content knowl-
edge and treatment of sttbject matter; the relationship between teacher
practices and student responses or outcomes; practices related to
emerging bodices of research, such as the use of collaborative learning
strategies or inductive methods for stimulating higher order thought
y cesses; and the teacher’s performance outside of the observation
context (French et al. 199C).

Nonobscrvable arpects of teaching using the “PMS approach in-
clude the following important dimensions of good teaching:

e Curriculum planning.

¢ The types of assignments and feedback given to students.

e The quality and variety of materials used.

* Diagnostic etforts on behalf of pupils having dificulty.

e The depth and breadth of content covered.

e The coherence among lessons or units over time.

¢ Interactions with parents and colleagues.

Teachers trained to teach to the FPMS indicators would not learn
to vary their behaviors according to the needs of students and the
demands of the teaching situation. In fact, as the following example
shows, teachers would explicitly learn not to do so, even where rescarch
and experience would suggest they should. In the process they would
lisely learn to disdain zomplexity in both rescarch and teaching, as the
FPMS itself does. Ironically, the instrument frequently ignores or con-
travenes the findings presented in the substantial research summary
prepared for the Flonda initiative (Florida Coalition 1983). Though the
massive summary document excluded seme bodies of research entirely
from its purview, it did provide an hoaest, thoughtful, and thorough
examination of the “effective teaching” recarch it sough to review.

For example, in a dense, nine-page discussion of the research on
praise, the research document notes the differential effects of general-
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jzed and specific praise on children at different ages, of different
genders, and under different circumstances. It goes on to note that
“even identical teacher statements made under the same circumstances
and with the same intent (to provide encouragement or reinforcement)
may be experienced very differently and may have very different effects
in different individuals” (Florida Coalition 1983, p. 32).

Nonetheless, the FPMS instrument provides only two behavioral
indicators regarding praise to guide its tallies: “gives specific academic
praise” (to be tallied as effective), and “uses general non-specific praise”
(to be tallied as ineffective). The coding manual includes the following
note: “The use of general praise is pzdagogically acceptable in the
kindergarten and primary grades, for students have not yet learned to
discount it. Even so, tally it on the right side [as an ineffective behavior}”
(Florida Department of Education 1989, p. 7). The system thus con-
sciously conveys to teachers that their use of pedagogically acceptable
practices is not acceptable, and that they should ignore research which
suggests that they should adjust their behaviors to different student
responses or circumstances.

Similarly, despite research that suggests the importance of linking
classroom work to students’ personal experiences, the FPMS codes as
“ineffective” any teacher questions that “call for personal opinion or
that are answered from personal experience.” Here again, the coding
manual notes that “these questions may sometimes serve useful oreven
necessary purposes; however, they should be tallied here [in the “inef-
fective” column] since they do not move the class work along academi-
cally” (Florida Department of Education 1989, p. 5b).

The FPMS instrument is littered with such statements, suggesting
that beginning teachers should be trained to be insensitive to the
students they teach and ignorant of a broader knowledge base on
teaching. Floden and Klinzing's (1990) conclusion is to the point:

Training teachers to follow a fixed set of prescriptions discourages

teachers from adapting their instruction to the particular subjects and

students they are teaching. Hence, the instructional effectiveness of

teachers given such training is uniikely tobe ata high level (pp. 16-17).

Similarly, expert veteran teachers must ignore their knowledge to
pass such assessments. In fact, the most dramatic evidence of the results
of these distortions is the fact that Michael Reynolds, Florida's 1486
Teacher of the Year (and a rurner-up in NASAs Teacher in Space
program), did not pass the FPMS assessment when he was being
evaluated for a merit pay award. His principal and vice-principal could
not find enough ot the required behaviors during the laboratory lesson

21
27



SUPERVISION IN TRANSITION

they observed to qualify him for merit pay. Furthermore, they had to
mark him down for answering a question with a question, a practice
forbidden by the FPMS, though popular with Socrates and many other
effective teachers. This particular example is symptomatic of an espe-
cially egregious flaw of the instrument: it favors anapproacli to teaching
that is distinctly ill suitea to the development of students’ critical
thinking abilities and apparently i1ot cognizant of most recent research
on student cognition.

If the ultimate test of the validity of this type of evaluation instru-
ment is whether it correctly differentiates vetween “effective” and
“ineffective” teachers, the FPMS ought to fail. If a test of its utility is
whether it encourages the use of knowledge and more informed judg-
ment in teaching, it should doubly fail. Although Florida’s merit pay
plan was ultimately rescinded because of widespread evaluation prob-
lems (Hazi 1989, Darling-Hammond and Berry 1988), the FPMS is still
being used as the basis for supervising and evaluating both beginning
and veteran teachers, as are its relatives in many other states.’

Recent critiques of similar systems in Texas (Tyson-Bernstein 1987)
and South Carolina (Berry and Ginsberg 1988) point out the limitations
of attempts to establish context-free behavioral indicators as the basis
for evaluation and the primary goal for teacher learning. These re-
searchers echo Shulman's (1987) concern that such initiatives are
evidence of the “currently incomplete and trivial definitions of good
education held by the policy community” (p. 20).

Other states, including California, Minnesota, New York, and a
growing number of others, especially in the Midwest, Northwest, and
Northeast, are creating internship programs that seek to incorporate a
very different conception of teaching and teacher learning. These initia-
tives recognize the importance of relying on a broader base of knowl-
edge to provide a foundation for teachers’ judgments and reflections on
their teaching. They envisiona full internship year of heavily supervised
practice and graduated responsibility as an extension of teacher prepa-
ration before teachers are ready to be licensed. They aitn to develop
teachers who

possess broad and deep understandings of children, the subjects they

teach, the nature of learning and schooling, and the world around

*However, Georgia has recently eliminated use of its Teacher Performance Assessment
Instrument as the basis for beginning teacher cettification decisions. A ralt of difficulties with
the evaluation contributed to this decision, including at least one lawsuit in which the court could
not find a legitimate basis for the instrument’s criteria, claiming they appeared “arbitrary and
capricious” (Kitchens v. State Dept. of Education, Fulton County Superior Court, Civil Action File
#D-34773, July 29, 1988).
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them ...[and wholexemplify the critical thinking they strive todevelop
in students (Holmes Group 1986, p. 28).

Recently published, proposed standards for Minnesota's internship
program provide an outline of how such an alternative policy model
might function.

Minnesota’s Internship Program for Beginning Teachers

Minnesota’s newly proposed internship model emanates from both
a different conceptual basis and a radically different governance struc-
ture than many of the existing state prescriptions for teacher supervi-
sion and evaluation. Minnesota is one of only a handful of states that
accord teaching the same kind of professionally governed standards
beard as states generally accord all their other professions.

The Minnesota Board of Teaching (MBOT) is creating a structure
for teacher education and licensure similar to that {ollowed in other
professions:

o Teacher education managed by reference to desired learning
outcomes rather than counts of required course titles.

e A supervised internship as a prerequisite to sitting for board
examinations.

e Licensure cxaminations based on a broad view of knowledge as
a foundation for teaching.

« Performance-based assessments of abilities to apply knowledge
in complex teaching situations (Wise and Darling-Hammond 1987)

Minnesota’s conception of teaching knowledge is grounded in a
view of teachers as “thoughtful, creative persons who use a set of
principles and strategies derived from an informed personal philosophy
of education and the multiple demands of learning contexts” (MBOT
1986). The dispositions, skills, and knowledge required for teaching
include, among others, dispositions to “reflect on [one’s] own teaching
and its effects on learners,” 1o “respect and value individualand cultural
differences,” and to “engage in critical and divergent thinking and
problem-solving with students.” A knowledge base for such practice
includes knowledge of scientific inquiry and epistemology, as well as
knowledge about behavior and cognition, cultures, human growth and
development, social organizations, cthics, communication and lan-
guage, learning contexts, and subject matter (MBOT 1986).

The proposed internship experience differs from the beginning
teacher programs in most other states in that it is not merely a set of
evaluations 1o which beginners are subject during their first year of
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employment as a teacher. Like internships in other professions, it is to
be a carefully planned clinical experience for beginners who are not
full-fledged teachers allowed to practice unsupervised. Interns will
teach partial loads under supervision and will assume greater respon-
sibility over time.

Internship programs will be conducted by schools in conjunction
with university teacher education faculty® and will ultimately be accred-
ited by the Board of Teaching. This process is intended to ensure that
beginning teachers will be exposed to state-of-the-art practices in the
areas in which they are likely to need assistance, rather than experienc-
ing a haphazard introduction to teaching under circumstances that
more closely resemble hazing than guidance and support. The optimal
structure for suck  vam~ will likely be professional development
schools explicitly au .« to support the clinical preparation of
beginning teachers (Darting-Hammond, Gendler, and Wise 1990).

The proposed standards for internship programs consciously em-
brace a conception of teaching as complex and context-dependent and
a conception of teacher learning as deliberative. The standards require
that interns experience—through a combination of study, observation,
and direct practice—a variety of teaching situations, including variety
in student age or grade levels, subject zreas, student learning charac-
teristics, students’ cultural backgrounds, and types of communities. The
proposed standards require that interns gain experience in applying
their knowledge to major tasks of teaching as well as difficult problems
of practice, analyzing and using research, and reflecting on their own
and others’ teaching experiences.

The standards also require that interns participate in teaching
observations, conferences, and seminars, as well as meeting with indi-
vidual supervisors at least two hours weekly. These deliberations are to
include discussions of professional ethics; general and specific con-
cerns relating to planning, instruction, and assessment; and the diag-
nosis and understanding of student needs and progress. In short, rather
than learning to ignore differences among students and teaching con-
texts while unquestioningly displaying a set of uniforin behaviors,
beginning teachers in Minnesota will learn to examine different nieeds
and contexts, to question their teaching strategies, and to apply wide-
ranging sourees of knowledge to the complex problems of practice they
face. They will be evaluated not by fixed lists of behaviors that have been

*Several alternative methods of developing such collaborative programs are currently being
piloted in Minnesota.
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“evaluator-proofed,” but by their ability to exhibit professional modes
of thinking and judgment as assessed by master teachers and teacher
educators whose judgment in turn can be trusted because they were
chosen for their professional expertise.
Minnesota’s internship aims to develop teachers whoare “reflective
professionals”:
The reflective professional is engaged continuously in the process of
learning. Not only is the reflective professional engaged in “learning
to learn” and in “higher-order learning,” but she also inspires and
facilitates this kind of higher-order learning in her students. . .. The
image of the reflective professional defines the teacher in terms of the
kind and quality of the decision making, thinking, and judgment in
which the teacher engages, not just in terms of her behavioral compe-
tencies (P.L. Peterson and Comeaux 1989a, p. 133).

The Minnesota plan demonstrates that it is possible for policy to
enlarge horizons for teacher learning, rather than narrowing them.
Minnesota, like a growing number of other states, is betting that policy
can support a professional conception of teaching rather than a bureau-
cratic one. (See Chapter 7 for a discussion of school renewal in a
Minnesota district.)

The likelihood that this type of policy will become more prevalent
depends on several factors:

o The enlightenment of researchers about the nature of interactions
between research and poli-y.

e The it.volvement of teachers and teacher educators in shaping
state requirements for teacher supervision and evaluation.

e The creation of a policy community that can legitimately define
and enforce professional standards.

In the first instance, researchers and others who advise policymak-
ers must become more aware of many policymakers’ natural inclination
to want to reduce research findings into regulations, that is, into rules
permitting little or no variation in practice. In offering research as a
tool for improving teaching, researchers must educate “consumers” in
its proper use. At the same tine, teachers and teacher educators must
become proactive in developing—and enforcing—the standards by
which they would like teaching to be judged.

Both of these conditions are more likely to be achieved when
policies concerning teacher supervision and evaluation are placed in
the hands of professional standards boards, where—as in other profes-
sions facing complex problems of practice—expert members of the
profession determine the best means by which practitioners can be

25

31



SUPERVISION IN TRANSITION

taught to responsibly evaluate and address such problems. Ultimately,
the nature of the standards will be greatly influenced by the knowledge
and commitments of those charged with creating them. If they are to
be professional standards, the profession will need a place at the center
of the policy structure, not just a voice at the periphery.
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Searching for a Common
Purpose: A Perspective on
the History of Supervision

Frances S. Bolin and Philip Panaritis

The past is never dead. It's not even past.

William Faulkner, Requiem for a Nun, Act 1, Scene 3,
p. 80, 1975

upervisors have always held sharp differences of opinion about
Sschooling, teaching, and curriculum. It stands to reason that they
would also differ in their ideas about the role of tl.e supervisor. The
history of supervision is characterized by these differences, surfacing
both as internal struggles over mission and a more external struggle for
identity as a distinct field of practice. These struggles cannot be under-
stood apart from broader social trends that changed both the role of the
school and that of the teacher during the 20th century.

Supervision emerged as a field of practice around the turn of the
century in response to increased levels of bureaucracy in schools and
the public demand for more control over the curriculum (Karier 1982,
Bolin 1987). Conflicting conceptions of the supervisor’s role are closely
related to differences of opinion about the purposes of school in a
democratic society and how to achieve these purposes. It was in re-
sponse to changing public expectations of the schools that the fields of
curriculum and supervision grew hand in hand.

There have always been educators who raised questions about
definition and theory in supervision, but literature in the field is domi-
nated by a concern for the practical. Rhetorical questions about defini-
tion and theory, scattered through the literature from the turn of the
century, have been the work of a handtul of academics who have had
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their own concerns about identity, definition, and purpose in relation
to schools of education (Bolin 1988).

Questions about what supervision is and what it is supposed to
do -for whom and by whom—have never been insignificant questions.
Supervisory training and standards of professional practice depend on
some consensus about these issues. But there are essentially only two
areas around which a loose consensus has been built over the years:

1. The function of supervision is an important one whether it is
carried out by a superintendent (as in the early history of the ficld), a
supervisor, curriculum worker, or peer.

2. Supervision is primarily concerned with the improvement of
classroom practice for the benefit of students, regardless of what else
may be entailed (e.g., curriculum development or staff development).

This consensus has not been easily won, nor is it inconsequential.
Furthermore, agreement on the importance of improving classroom
practice was never more than a surface agreement that obscured
conflicting ideas about what ought to be practiced in the classroom and
what appropriate practice would look like if it were to be found.

The term classroom practice has had different, often contradictory
meanings. It stood for teaching, broacly conceived as creating environ-
ments for learning and development of curriculum and instructional
practices. This was central to the carly textbook definition of supervi-
sionemployed by W.H. Burton in 1922. 1t was also consistent with Jessie
Newlon's supervisory leadership in the Denver schools in the late 1920s
and 1930s. Classroom practice was used in a much more narrow sense
to mean efficiency and effectiveness of classroom instruction in the
Detroit schools under the leadership of A.S. Barr in the carly 1920s and
in his initial textbook definition of supervision.

One can argue that definitions of supervision have had little signifi-
cant impact on education. Study of definition is instructive, however.
Discussions about the function of supervision and the role of the
supervisor have mirrored a public atiitude about the means and ends
of education that has disenfranchised the teacher as curriculum
decision maker.

Supervision as Inspection

As social forces acted to shift the responsibility for education from
parent to church and society, the fields of supervision and curriculum
emerged (Karier 1982, Kliebard 1987). The teacher represented family
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in the vital role of instruction. Respected but poorly paid, the teacher
was trusted to inculcate the values of family and church in much the
way that the master craftsperson of days gone by instructed apprentices
in the skills and values of practicing a trade. The social role of schools—
and teachers—in the United States shifted from one of developing
com...unity ideals to mediation between families and diverse, complex
communities. Individuals who were available to teach did not necessar-
ily embody community ideals because community ideals were no longer
homogeneous. Therefore, what was taught—the curriculum—took on
new importance.

Early supervisors were inspectors, assigned the task of ascertaining
“the tone and spirit of the school, the conduct and application of the
pupils, the management and methods of the teacher, and the fitness and
conduction of the premises” (Philbrick 1876, pp. 3-4). Supervisors
commended excellence and suggested improvement. The teacher
guided students in development of rudimentary skills of reading,
mathematics, and writing; and most teachers followed a traditional
curriculum rooted in the classics. Teacher imagination, skill, and what-
ever materials could be found determined the details of curriculum
development. For most students, schooling ended with primary school.
Those who wished to pursue a profession apart from family apprenticed
themselves to someone who could guide them, were self-taught, or
attended one of the few secondary schools that prepared a handful of
students for college.

By the end of the Civil War, all of this was dramatically changing.
Martin Trow (1977) describes the Civil War as “the great watershed of
American history,” separating agrarian society with small farmers and
businesses from an urbanized, industrial society (p. 106). When the war
broke out, the U.S. population was less than 30 million. Within fifty
years it had grown to almost 100 million (Risjord 1986). No longer just
shopkeepers, farmers, or self-employed artisans, this population had
diversified. The 1890 census revealed that two-thirds of all workers had
become wage-labor employees (Bowles and Gintis 1976). Problems of
urban crowding, a large and uneducated immigrant population, and
unemployment were already beginning to have their effect. “We girdle
the land with iron roads and lace the air with telegraph wires,” wrote
economist Henry George in 1879, “yet it becomes no easier for the
masses of our people to make a living. On the contrary it is becoming
harder” (cited in Madgic, Seaberg, Stopsky, and Winks 1979, p. 267).

Education seemed the obvious answer to the needs of an industrial
and increasingly multicultural society, and the public began to favor
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secondary education for all. This, as Trow points out, was “in large part
a response to the pull of the economy for a mass of white collar
employees with more than an elementary school cducation” (1977, p.
107). The high school curriculum that had been designed for 2n elite,
homogencous population of students who were bound for college no
longer served.

Teachers, in short suppiy, were not prepared for the demands of
public schooling increasingly thrust on them. New recruits were often
“immature” and “unevenly prepared” (Lowry 1908, p. 4) and ill
equipped to handle the unruly young people, many of whom were teken
off the streets and put in their charge as a result of newly enacted
compulsory education laws (Cremin 1964). William Torrey Hauris at-
tempted to solve the problems created by unqualified teachers in the
St. Louis schools: he placed textbooks in classrooms, a practice that was
duplicated across the country. This ushered in what Harold Rugg
described as the “era of curriculum making by textbook writers” (1926,
p.7), a shift from curriculum making by the teacher.

By the turn of the century, the problem of the schools was clearly
before the public. Joseph Rice, pediatrician turned school reformer,
attacked schools from the pages of Forum. Articles appeared in Harper's
Weekly and Atlantic Monthly highlighting the need for school reform
and the deplorable salaries and working conditions of teachers, Kiie-
bard points out that “Rice’s genuine dismay and disgust of what was
goirg on in American schools in the 1890s had evolved into grim
determination that teachers and administrators must be made to do the
right thing” (1987, p. 23).

But how were schools to be improved? Teachers (mostly female and
disenfranchised) were seen as a bedraggled troop—incompetent and
backward in outlook.

Supervision as Social Efficiency

In the carly 1900s, efficiency in organization of supervision and
increased control over the curriculuir: were seen as ways to deal with
teacher deficits. The role of the supervisor expanded to include that ot
on-the-job teacher training. Writers of the Seventh Yearbook of the
Saciety for the Scientific Study of Education urged that the supervisor,
in most cases a school superintendent, take on the role of “teacher of
teachers” because of the complexity of teaching and “the profound
injury that results when the work is badly done” (Lowry, 1908, p. 64.)
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The school superintendent was 1o “be first of all a teacher of teachers,
an expert critic teacher” (Edison 1893, p. 301).

A new understanding of child growth and development, coupled
with the new psvchology of learning, challenged the assumptions of
traditional education. These new concepts brought about “constant
change in methods and curriculum” (Lowry, 1908, p. 64). The curricu-
lum was no longer to be left to the teacher’s inventiveness. Even
equipped with the textbook, the teacher was unlikely to be able to keep
up with developments in education. “Lacking a halt-million dynamic
teachers, are we not forced to put into our schools a dynamic curricu-
lum?” asked Harold Rugg (1926, p. 7). Supervisors became responsible
for curriculum development, preparing courses of study for teachers to
follow.

Still, with teachers most often alone in their classrooms, there was
little guarantee of uniformity in the way they implemented the course
of studv. One promising solution was to apply the “neutral” tools of
science to curriculum development and supervision. By objectively
determining “standard specifications for the educational product”
(Bobbitt 1913, p. 18), educators had at their disposal a powerful c:ite-
rion for developing what thev believed to be a socially usetul curriculum
and determining the extent to which it had been efficiently and effec-
tively implemented. Franklin Bobbitt (1913) called for standardization
in the curriculum, based on analysis of the real-life needs of adult
citizens. The supervisor, a curriculum specialist, was to develop cur-
riculurns based on activity analysis and direct the teacher in its proper
execution,

By applving principles of “scientific management” taken from the
“activity analysis” that Frank Winslow Taylor had perfected in industry,
WMW. Charters developed a framework for thinking about teaching that
inspired supervisors and administrators across the United States. It
directly addressed the issue of wasted titne in schools, the issue Rice
had dramatically brought to public attention, Spurred on by the work
of Bobbitt, Charters, and the Committce on Econorny of Time in
Education, supervisors began devising rating scales for measuring
teacher cfficiency and effectiveness in wayvs that thev believed to be
more objective than had previously been possible. The scientific man-
agement movement became “a kind of crusade” that swept the nation
(Tyack and Hansot 1982).

The underlying premise of the crusade was the Hegelian notion that
society was basically just and was evolving toward an even more just
and progressive order. Social Darwinism seemed a confirmation of this
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idea; schooling was the vehicle through which society could control its
own evolution.

Not everyone was caught up in the crusade. Boyd H. Bode (1931)
challenged the premises of the scientific management movement. Many
administrators, supervisors, and teachers went on about their work as
usual. In fact, despite the rhetoric about standardization and control of
outcomes, teachers were actually allowed “considerable latitude” in
practice (Courtis 1926).

In some instances, teacher freedom and involvement in curriculum
making was seen as a crucial part of teachers’ supervision. For example,
Jesse Newlon, school superintendent in Denver, urged that teachers
work with supervisors to develop courses of study. Reporting to the
Board of Education in 1925, Newlon defended this practice as superior
to attempts “by more arbitrary methods to obtain rigid uniformity of
practice at the expense of the teacher’s initiative and resourcefulness”
(p. 22).

But freedom under the law was not satisfactory to those who
distrusted the teacher with curriculum decisions. There was consider-
able tension between those who held Newlon's perspective and those
more taken with the ideas of Bobbitt, a tension that found its way into
the literature of the p:ofessional organizations that were concerned
with supervision. Improvement of the teacher’s classroom practice
seemed to be an area upon which all could agree, however. T he Com-
mission on Supervision, appointed in 1927 to develop the Eighth Year-
book of the National Education Association’s (NEA) Department of
Superintendence, defined supervision in terms of the teacher’s role in
the classtoom: “Supervision has for its object the development of a
group of professional workers who attack their problems scientifically,
free from the control of tradition and actuated in the spirit of inquiry”
(Commission on Supervision 1930, p. 4). This definition seemed to be
sufficiently ambiguous to encompass a wide array of contradictory
viewpoints. Yearbook writers George E. Strayer and Zenos E. Scott
(1930) spoke of teachers as the focal point of the supervisor’s creative
work. Scott, with I. Jewell Simpson, devoted a chapter of the yearbook
to a discussion of “creative supervision,” which they believed would
unite democratic and scientific supervisory practices. “Supervision is
creative when objective standards, built upon the findings of research
and the best in educational theory and practice, are applied subjectively
with the human element in mind” (Scott and Simpson 1930, p. 346).

Enthusiasm for bringing ideas together into a united perspective
belied the fact that supervisors could not have it both ways. Some
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educators envisioned the creative work of supervision as involving the
teacher in the intellectual work of curriculum deveiopment. In contrast,
others saw creativity in curriculum development as the supervisor's
province and creativity in teaching as creative implementation of in-
structional strategies.

Another professional society (still part of the NEA) emerged during
this period. It would eventually replace the Department of Superinten-
dence. Drawing its membership from the Department of Superinten-
dence, the National Conference on Educational Method was organized
in 1921, Members of the Conference were more directly concerned with
classroom practice than were members of the Department of Superin-
tendence—a result of significant changes in the role of the superinten-
dent. School systems were increasingly organized along the lines of
corporate business, with boards of education drawn from “men of
affairs” in the community (Urban 1982).

By 1929 the National Conference had changed its name to the
Department of Supervisors and Directors of Lustruction. This organiza-
tion reflected the fact that supervisors now represented a new level of
scheol personnel between teacher and school superintendent. In 1910,
nearly all of the fifty big-city superintendents had increase d powers. By
1920, the urban school administrator held power to hire and fire, design
curriculum and prescribe instruction, and supervise tcachers (Cuban
1976). Bureau of Census figures confirm the story. Between 1910 and
1920, nationwide public school expenditures for instruction increased
by nearly two and a half times, while during the same decade spending
on administration rose over five times (Tyack 1967, p. 474). Educational
method, which had been a broad area uniting these professionals, did
not sufficiently describe their interests. Some administrators and su-
pervisors were becoming more interested in curriculum development
and what was referred to as “installation,” whereas others were inter-
ested in support and improvement of the teacher. In 1943 the group that
had begun in 1921 as the National Conference on Educational Method
became known as the Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development (ASCD). The separation between supervision (concerned
with instruction) and curriculum (concerned with curriculum develop-
ment and implementation) was well underway.

Supervision as Democratic Leadership

Preparation of the school supervisor was a concern of those who
were interested in advancing the profession. As superintendents in-
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creasingly delegated the work of classroom inspection, teaching, and
evaluation of teachers, those who were left with the task needed a
specialized training that was distinct from that of the teacher and the
school administrator. Determining what it is that supervisors are actu-
ally supposed to do continued to be problematic. Clifford Woody chided
the committee who developed the Seventh Yearbook of the Department
of Supervisors and Directors of Instruction for their failure to reach a
satisfactory definition of supervision. The committee had adopted a
statement of purpose—"pupil growth through teacher growth”—that
did little toclarify what supervision should do. It was a problem similar
to the one faced by the fourth yearbook committee, which Woody had
chaired. “This previous committee proveeded on this assumption, ‘Su-
pervision is like electricity; we don’t know what it is, but we've got it
and can measure its amounts and effects’” (1934, p. 396).

Several textbooks had been written to guide training of superinten-
dents. In 1926 a new textbook, The Supervision of Instruction, by A.S.
Barr and William H. Burton, addressed the unique problems of the
supervisor. This text brought together conflicting perspectives by defin-
ing supervision as the improvement of classroom practice, and the book
became the predominant textbook in supervision for the next several
decades. Barr and Burton defined supervision in consensus terms:

Supervision is . . . coexistensive with the range of things physical and

spiritual which are primarily concerned with bettering the conditions

which surround learning. A direct attack may be made uponimproving

learning through the improvement of instruction (1926, p. 21).

When Barr and Burton began to collaborate on their 1926 textbook,
both had written on the subject. Barr was author of a work on school
standards published in 1924. The book had been developed in the
Detroit schools and went into tedious detail about the activities and
objectives in teaching various subjects. In a 1¢25 textbook with Fred
Ayer, Barr wrote of supervision as oversight for the purpose of improv-
ing the work of the teacher.

Burton was the author of a basic textbook on supervision published
in 1922. He was interested in supervision based on principles of human
growth and development and had defined supervision in terms of
improving the conditions of learning. Burton was interested in the
potential of new work that applied objective standards of measurement
to supervision and recognized in Barr someone with skill in develop-
ment of “scientific” strategies for the improvement of teaching.

Bart continued to work on scientific supervision. Left to himself,
Bait (1931) defined supervision as educational leadership for the im-
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provement of teaching, to be accomplished through research, training,
aind guidance.

Through each revision of the influential Barr and Burton textbook,
there is a subtle tension, obscured by consensus language. Both authors
agreed that supervision was about “bettering the conditions which
surround learning,” which can be done directly through “improvement
of instruction”; but it is doubtful that the authors really agreed to the
same concept of supervision.

A great depression and second world war focused the attention of
society on education as preparation for democratic citizenship. As
Karier (1982) points out, many professional educators were engaged in
a philosophical discussion about the meaning of democracy and the
democratic school. By the 1940s, it was widely recognized that curricu-
lum programs would be stronger if teachers were involved in their
development. Prudence Cutright (1945) urged that teachers be provided
release time from teaching to develop and write these materials.
Teacher involvement in development of courses of study in Denver had
evolved to teacher-pupil planning for the curriculum. The Denver
schools had been selected to be one of the progressive schools in the
Eight-Year Study in 1933. “Where previously the course of study had
been prepared by a committee of teachers for use by all, now teachers
and pupils, planning in terms of their own situation and needs, devel-
oped units of study with a minimum of prescription by others” (Caswell
1950, p. 153). Many concurred with this approach. Notably, Alice Miel
(1946) saw supervision as a function that involved teachers in the
process of democratic, cooperative curriculum development.

By 1947 Barr and Burton'’s textbook reflected these social trends.
The two were joined in authorship by L.J. Brueckner, who brought an
interest in democratic leadership to their work. Brueckner had come to
their attention much earlier as a result of his work in development of a
self-diagnostic tool for teachers to use in thinking about their own
practices. It combined activity analysis with time spent on various
activities. The definition of supervision offered by the three showed a
shift in the consensus language used to describe supervision. Supervi-
sion was still described as “an expert technical service,” albeit one
“primarily concerned with studying and improving the conditions that
surround learning and pupil growth” (Barr, Burton, and Brueckner
1947, pp. 11-12).

Brueckner's self-supervision tool, in itself, illustrates how supervi-
sors ascribed different meanings to the same events. Many supervisors
who read Brueckner’s report, published in The Elementary School Jour-
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nal in 1925, immediately saw the potential for improving “efficiency
and cffectiveness” by combining activity and time analysis in teacher
assessment and evaluation. Brueckner, whose professional contribu-
tion reflects high regard for the teacher as a professional, capable of
curriculum decision makii:g, self-evaluation, and political action for
improvement of society, must have been appalled at the uses found for
his rating scale.

Differences of opinion about the purpose and practice of supervi-
sion continued to exist despite consensus language of professional
organizations and the mainstream textbooks. Fred Wilhelms called for
a broader definition of supervision in 1946, arguing that neither the role
of expert technician nor that of inspiring leader was useful in itself. “The
supervisor is an organizer of opportunity, and . . . good supervision is
the facilitation of opportunities,” he wrote (Wilhelms 1946, p. 222).
Wilhelms urged that teachers be given opportunity “to learn what they
need and want to learn” and “to play their full part in policy-making”
(p. 119). Even so, Wilhelms did not reconcile the conflicting views about
what these opportunities should entail.

The consensus textbook by Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (1947)
underwent another revision in 1955. By this time, Barr had dropped
out, intent on pursuing his work on teacher effectiveness. Burion and
Brueckner's textbook reflects interest in the cooperative group work in
the schools, heralding supervision of the 1950s and 1960s with its
emphasis on curriculum development. Supervision, still defined as an
expert technical service, was now “primarily aimed at studying and
improving co-operatively all factors which affect growth and develop-
ment” (Burton and Brueckner 1955, p. 11).

The wide appeal of the Barr, Burton, and Brueckner textbook was
undoubtedly due to its consensus definition of supervision. Refine-
ments in definition reflected wider social forces affecting education. At
the same time, there was always sutficientambiguity and latitude in the
definition to satisfy a wide array of interests and inclusion of a broad
range of material that appealed to both “technicians” and “inspiring
leaders” described by Wilhelms (1946). The strong link between improv-
ing conditions of learni'ig and improvement of teaching was supportive
of those who chose to focus on supervision as improvement of instruc-

tion, but it did not preclude a broader definition of teaching.
' In the long run, the technicians won out. The trend involving the
teacher as curriculum developer was never a dominant one in the field.
As efforts to bring new curriculums to classrooms continued to be
problematic, curriculum implementation became a study in itself.
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Caswell (1946, 1950) and others drew on new work being done in social
psychology, particularly Lewin’s notion of factors constraining and
contributing to organizational change. As a resalt, curriculum special-
ists began te consider the psychological factors, such as security and
recognition, that teachers needed in order to risk curriculum change
(Snyder, Bolin, and Zumwalt in press). Manv who were interested in
the democratic, cooperative group process became taken with new
theories related to group dynamics and human relations. Karier (1982)
identifies the role of the National Training Laboratories in developing
“a highly effective apparatus,” which was effective in bringing “individ-
ual thought, identity, and freedom” into line with “the bureaucratic
‘group’ in thought and action” (p. 13). Group dynamics and human
relations techniques were often highly manipulative of teachers and
were used by supervisors to make a curriculum that was increasingly
efficiency oriented more palatable.

Attacks on schooling in the 1960s and efforts to produce teacher-
proof curriculums further diminished the role of the teacher. At about
the same time that Dwayne Huebner (1976) was describing the field of
curriculum as moribund, supervision was suffering from its own iden-
tity crisis. Between 1944 and 1981, ASCD had published more than fort
yearbooks; but only four of these were devoted to supervision.

It is significant that the form of supervisory practice that evolved
during the late 1960s was clinical supervision, developed by Morris
Cogan and colleagues in their work with student teachers. Whatever
else it was intended to be, the clinical cycle was rooted in an educational
process Cogan defined in behavioral terms. The clinical approach was
easily co-opted by those who were interested in a technological ap-
proach to teaching. Yet its emphasis on “collegiality,” a term coined by
Cogan (1973), broadly appealed to many educators. The past decade
has been dominated by articles about what does and does not constitute
clinical practice, further removing supervision as a field from coming
to terms with its identity.

The Hlusion of Consensus

We began with Faulkner: “The past is never dead. It's not even past.”
The problems facing our society have taken on new forms since the turn
of the century. New words and concepts, such as nuclear fusion and
AIDS—unimaginable in the 19th century—now populate our vocabu-
lary. Both new problems and our approaches to solving them, however,
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are rooted in facets of the human condition and human perspectives on
life that are as old as history.

Nor is the past gone from schools. Schools in our society were
created in response to changing social conditions and have always been
expected torespond. As social forces have compelled schools to take on
more and more of the work of family and community in educating
children, the public has demanded that schools be more and more
accountable for outcomes. The acceptable means of evaluating school
outcomes has been primarily limited to stanidardized tests of student
performance. These in turn have driven the curriculum of schools.
Supervision as an expert technical service aimed at the improvement
of classroom practice—seen as instruction-—is compatible with this
point of view. Though individual supervisors and alternative schools of
supervisory practice might have it otherwise, their views were largely
beside the point. As Karier (1982) pointed out: “Unexamined, un-
checked, and uncontrolled, the criteria of efficiency cut deeply into our
traditional views of the dignity of life, knowledge, the meaning of words,
and the overall political process by which we govern ourselves” (p. 15).

The illusicn of consensus may have made it possible for scholars in
supervision to work together to produce yearbooks and textbooks in the
field. In agrecing to a definition of supervision that supposedly con-
tained everyone’s interests without sufficiently considering what this
definition left out, supervisors wivrored and perhaps unconsciously
facilitated a narrowing of the teacher’s role and their own.

References

Barr. 4.5. (1931). An Introduction io the Scientific Study of Claxsroom Supervi-
sion. New York: Appleton.

Barr, A.5., and W.H. Burton, (192¢). The Supervision of Instruction. New York:
Appleton.

Barr, AS., W.H. Burton, aud L.} Brueckner. (1947, Supervision: Democratic
Leadership for the Improvemen: of Learning. 2nd. ed. New York: Apple-
ton-Century.

Bobbitt, FW. 11313). “Sore General Principles of Management Applied 1o the
Problems of City School Sysiewms.” In The Supervision af Uity Schools,
! 2th Yewrkook of the National Society for the Scientific Study of Education,
Faet 1, edited by FW. Sobbitt et al. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,

Bode, B.H. :1931). “Education at the Crassroads.” Progressive Bducation 8
542549

Welin, BS. (Summer 1988, “Does a Community of Scholars in Supervision
Exist? Jowraal of Curriculivn and Supervision 3 296--307.

Bolin, 5. (Summer 1987). “On Defining Supervision.” Journal of Curriculum
and Supervision 2: 363--380.

Bowles, 8., and H. Gintis. (1976} Schvoling in Capitulist America: Educational
Keform and the Contradictions vf Evonomic Life. New York: Basic Books,

Brueckner, L.J. (192%). “The Value of a Time Analysis of Classroum Activity us
a Supervisory Technique.” Elementary School Journal 25: 518-21.

41

47




SUPERVISION IN TRANSITION

BurtonA W.IH. (1922). Supervision and the Improvement of Teaching. New York:

ppleton.

Burton, W.H., and L.J. Brueckner. (1955). Supervision: A Social Process. 3rd ed.
New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

Caswell, H.1. (1946). The American High School: its Fesponsibility and Opportu-
nity. Eighth Yearbook of the John Dewey Society. New York: Harper and
Brothers.

Caswell, H.I. (1950). Curriculum Improvement in the Public Schools. New York:
Teachers College Press.

Cogan, M.L. (1973). Clinical Supervision. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Commission on Supervision, Department of Superintendence, NEA. (1930). The
Superintendent Surveys Supervision. Eighth Yearbook of the Department
of Superintendence. Washington, D.C.: National Education Association.

Courtis, S.A. (1926). “Reading Between the Lines.” In Curriculum- making: Past
and Present. 26th Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Educa-
tion, Part 1, edited by G.M. Whipple. Bloomington, Ill.: Public School
Publishing Co.

Cremin, L.A. (1964). The Transformation of the School. New York: Random
House.

Cuban, L. (1976). The Urban School Superintendency: A Century and a Half of
Change. Bloomington, Ind.: The Phi Delta Kappa Educational Founda-
tion.

Cutright, P. (1945). “Curriculum Development in the Postwar Period.” In Ameri-
can Education in the Postwar Period: Curriculum Reconstruction. 44th
Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education, Pa.* 1, edited
by R.W. Tyler. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Edison, A.W. (1893). “School Supervision.” Education 13: 391.

Faulkner, W. (1975). “Intruder in the Dust.” In Requiem for a Nun (Act 1, Scene
3, p. 80). New York: Vintage.

Huebner, D.E. (1976). “The Moribund Curriculum Field: Its Wake and Our
Work,” Curriculum Inquiry 6: 156.

Karier, C. (1982). “Supervision in Historic Perspective.” In Supervision of Teach-
ing (pp. 2-15), edited by T.J. Sergiovanni. Washington, D.C.: ASCD.

Kliebard, H.M. (1987). The Struggle for the American Curriculum: 1893-1958.
New York: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Lowry, C.A., ed. (1908). The Relation of Superintendents to the Training and
Professional Improvement of Their Teachers. Seventh Yearbook of the
Society for the Scientific Study of Education, Part 1. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.

Madgic, RF., S.S. Seaberg, F.H. Stopsky, and R.W. Winks. (1979). The American
Experience: A Study of Themes and Issues in American History. Reading,
Mass.: Addison-Wesley.

Miel, A. (1946). Changing the Curriculum: A Social Process. New York: Appleton-
Century-Crofts.

Newlon, J.H. (1925). 20t/ Annual Report of School District Number One in the
City and County of Denver and State of Colorado. Denver, Col.: Denver
School Press.

Philbrick, J.D. (1876). “The Examination ot Graded Schools.” In Educational
Addresses and Pamphlets in Teachers College Library. New York: Teachers
College, Columbia University.

Risjord, N.J. (1986). History of the American People. Nev: York: Holt, Rinehart
and Winston.

Rugg, H.0. (1926). “Curriculum-Making: Points of Emphasis.” In Curriculum-
Making: Past and Present. 26th Yearbook of the National Society for the
Study of Education, Part 1, edited by G.M. Whipple. Bloomington, 1ll.:
Public School Publishing Co.

48



Searching for a Common Purpose

Scott, Z.E., and 1.J. Simpson. (1930). “Creative Supervision.” In The Superinten-
dent Surveys Supervision. Eighth Yearbook of the Department of Superin-
tendence. Washington, D.C.: National Education Association.

Snyder, J., F.S. Bolin, and K.K. Zumwalt. (in press). “Curriculum Implementa-
tion.” In AERA Handbook of Research on Curriculum, edited by PW.
Jackson.

Strayer, G.E., and Z.E. Scott. (1930). “The Meaning and Necessity of Supervi-
sion.” In The Superintendent Surveys Supervision. Eighth Yearbook of the
Department of Superintendence. Washington, D.C.: Naticnal Education
Association.

Trow, M. (1977). “The Second Transformation of the American Secondary
Education.” In Power and Ideology in Education, edited by J. Karabel and
A.H. Halsev. New York: Oxford University Press.

Tyack, D.B., ed. (1967). Turning Points in American Educational History.
Waltham, Mass.: Blaisdell.

Tyack, D.B., and E. Hansot. (1982). Managers of Virtue: Public School 1.eadership
in America, 1800-1980. New York: Basic Books.

Urban, W.J. (1982). Why Teachers Organized. Detroit: Wayne State University.

Wilhelms, F. (1946). “Tomorrow's Assignment.” In Leadership Through Supervi-
sion, edited by T J. Sergiovanni. Washington, D.C.: ASCD.

Woody, C. (1934). “Evaluation of the 7th Yearbook.” Educational Methods 13:
396.

43

14



3

Changing Perspectives in
Curriculum and Instruction

James Nolan and Pam Francis

Come writers and critics, prophesy with your pen
And keep your eyes wide, the chance won't come again
But don’t speak too soon for the wheel's still in spin
And there’s no tellin’ now where she's aimin’

And the losers now will be later to win

For the times they are a-changin’

Bob Dylan, “The Times They Are A'Changin,” 1964

his chapter* considers the potential impact of contemporary theo-
Trics of learning and teaching on supervisory practice. Although
theorists usually conceive of curriculum and instruction as separate
entitics, we have chosen not to consider the two separately in this
chapter. Curriculum and instruction are frequently separated for pur-
poses of discussion and analysis of the educational process; but in the
learning-teaching act, decisions about what to teach (i.e., curriculum)
and how to teach it (i.e., instruction) must be reconciled and unified. It
is in the learning-teaching act that supervision finds its focus and
direction.

Educational practices—and indeed all of human behavior—are
guided largely by what Sergiovanni (1985) has termed mindscapes.
Mindscapes are mental frameworks or paradigms through which we
envision reality and our place in reality. They are usually more implicit
and unexamined than explicit. As such, mindscapes are taken for
granted and provide a set of beliefs or assumptions that exert a tremen-
dous influence on behavior. Sergiovanni states:

*We are gratetul to Bernard Badiali, J. Robert Coldiron, and Lee Goldsberry for comments
on earlier versions of this ¢hapter.
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Mindscapes provide us with intellectual and psychological images of
the real world and the boundaries and parameters of rationality that
help us to make sense of the world. In a very special way, mindscapes
are intellectual security blankets on the one hand, and road maps
through an uncertain world on the other (Sergiovanni 1985, p. 5).

The major thesis of this chapter is that the mindscapes chat cur-
rently drive both supervision theory and practice will undergo signifi-
cant alteration as a result of important changes in educators’
conceptions of learning and teaching that have evolved during the
1980s. We have developed this thesis through a three-part structure: (1)
an examination of traditional views of the learning-teaching process,
(2) an examination of changing perspectives on the learning-teaching
process, and (3) an examination of the implications of these changing
perspectives for the practice of supervision.

Traditional Views of Learning
and Teaching

The traditional view of the learning-teaching process, which has
dominated instruction in most schools, can be captured in five funda-
mental beliefs about learning. The power of these beliefs rests not in
any particular one, but rather in the fact that they constitute a mutually
reinforcing system of beliefs. Even though these beliefs are very pow-
erful in driving much of what we currently do in the name of educa-
tional practice, for most educators they have remained largely implicit
and unexamined. In fact, we derived our descriptions of these beliefs
from an analysis of what schools and educators actually do as they
attempt to educate learners, ratier than from an analysis of what
schools and educators espouse. These five fundamental beliefs are:

1. Leaming is the process of accumulating bits of information and
isolated skills.

2. The teacher's primary responsibility is to tronsfer his knowledge
directly to students.

3. Changing student behavior is the teacher’s primary goal.

4. The process of learning and teaching focuses primarily on the
interactions between the teacher and individual students.

S. Thinking and learning skills are viewed as transferable across all
content areas.

These five beliefs have important implications for teaching. Given
these beliefs, the most important teaching tasks are the following:
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« Organizing and structuring the learning material in the most
appropriate sequence.

¢ Explaining concepts clearly and unambiguously.

¢ Using examples and illustrations that can be understood by stu-
dents.

¢ Modeling appropriate application of desired skills.

¢ Checking student comprehension of the material that has been
presented.

e Structuring and organizing practice sessions with instructional
material so that it will be retained more effectively in long-term memory
and transferred appropriately to other contexts.

¢ Assessing student learning by requiring students to reproduce the
desired knowledge and skills on paper-and-pencil tests or through other
observable means.

These belief have resulted in a teacher-centered conception of
teaching and supervision in which the teacher’s observable behavior
during instruction, occupies the center stage of the educational drama.
The supervisor works one-to-one with each teacher in a two-step proc-
ess: (1) the supervisor uses paper-and-pencil observation instruments
to carefully capture and document the teacher’s observable behavior
during instruction; and (2) the supervisor and teacher come together in
a conference designed primarily to relate the teacher's observable
behavior to both individual student behavior and to research findings
on generalizable teaching behaviors that seem to be effective in promot-
ing student learning.

Changing Perspectives on Learning
and Teaching

During the 1980s, the shape of educational practice slowly began
to change, creating a new mindscape about human learning. This new
framework has the potential not only to change teaching behavior on a
large-scale basis, but also to cause us to fundamentally alter our beliefs
about supervision. This new mindscape, or view of learning and teach-
ing, can also be encapsulated in several interrelated beliefs about the
nature of learning and teaching. Some of these beliefs are based on
theories of learning that are relatively new; others are based on theories
of learning that have existed for many years but have exerted little
influence on practice.
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1. All learning, except for simple rote memorization, requires the
learner to actively construct meaning. Learners construct meaning by
taking new information, relating it to their prior knowledge, and then
putting their new understandings to use in reasoning and problem
solving. “In this process, each person is continuously checking new
information against old rules, revising the old rules when discrepancies
appear and reaching new understandings or constructions of reality”
(Brooks 1990, p. 68). For learning to occur, the learner must actively
engage in the mental processes necessary to construct the new mean-
ings and understandings. Although learning theorists have held this
belief for many years (see Dewey 1902), only recently have concerted
efforts been made to help practitioners put this notion into practice (see
Lampert 1990).

2. Students’ prior understandings of and thoughts about a topic or
concept before instruction exert a tremendous influence on what they
learn during instruction.

What people learn is never a direct replica of what they have read or

been told or even of what they have been drilled on. We know that to

understand something is to interpret it and further that an interpreta-

tion is based partly on what we've been told or have read but also on

what we already know and on general reasoning and logical abilities
(Brandt 1988-89, p. 15).

One of the teacher's most important tasks must be to explore the
conceptions that learners bring with them to the classroom and help
them achieve a new, more refined understanding of those concepts.
When learners’ preexisting conceptions are inaccurate, the teacher
must provide experiences that assist the learners to recognize the
inaccuracies. Ot-erwise, their misconceptions are not likely to change
as a result of instruction. “It is not sufficient to simply present students
with the correct facts. One has to change the concepts or schemas that
generated the inaccurate beliefs” (Bransford and Vye 1989, p. 188).

3. The teacher's primary goal is to generate a change in the learner's
cognitive structure or way of viewing and organizing the world. The most
important factor in any learning-teaching situation is not the observ-
able behavior of cither the teacher or the learner. The single most
important factor in determining how much a student learns during
instruction is the learner’s cognitive processing of information during
instruction (Anderson 1989). Changes in observable behavior are im-
portant because they can be used to infer that the learner’s cognitive
structure has changed, but changes in behavior are an indicator of
learning and a result of learning, not the learning itself.
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4, Because learning is a process of active construction by the learner,
the teacher cannot do the work of learning. Students must do the work
of learning (Schlechty 1990). The teacher’s task is to help learners
acquire the skills and dispositions needed to carry out the work of
learning. This means: (a) helping learners acquire learning and thinking
strategies; (b) helping learners acquire the metacognitive under-
standing needed to choose the appropriate learning strategy for a given
instructional task and to self-monitor the use of the strategy; and (c)
motivating learners t. 2ngage in appropriate thinking during instruc-
tion. The teacher moves from the role of protagonist to that of director
or drama coach, and the student becomes the main character in the
educational drama.

5. Learning in cooperation with others is an important source of
motivation, support, modeling, and coaching. In contrast to the tradi-
tional view of learning as a solitary process, the new mindscape recog-
nizes the important role that peers can play in the learning process by
sharing responsibility for the learning of all group members. Most
successful instructional programs designed to teach higher order cog-
nitive skills prescribe the use of cooperative learning groups focused on
meaning-construction activities. Such activities provide a type of cog-
nitive apprenticeship in which students have multiple opportunities to
observe others do the work that they are expected to do (Resnick and
Klopfer 1989). There is ample evidence that when students are engaged
in cooperative learning activities that are structured to include beth
group interdependence and individual accountability, they learr, mnore
(Slavin 1989-90).

6. Content-specific learning and thinking strategies play a much more
important role in learning than was previously recognized. Until the past
decade, much of the research on learning focused on learning strategies
and skills that were general in nature and applied across subject matter.
“One of the great luxuries of the old style rescarch on learning was that
you could look for principles that had general validity. Now we believe
that we must first immerse ourselves in the study of how people learn
particular things in particular enivironments” (Brandt 1988-89, p. 14).
In the past few vears, the pendulum has swung from an exclusive
emphasis on general thinking and learning skills to an increasing
emphasis on content-specific learning and thinking skills. Perkins and
Salomon (1989) agree with the contention that content-specific learn-
ing skills were neglected by educational researchers for a long period
of time and suggest that learning and thinking skills are most likely a
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synthesis of general cognitive strategies and context or content-specific
techniques.

As was true for research on learning, process-product research on
teaching (which provides the basis for much of our current work in
supervision and staff devclopment) has focused almost exclusively on
teaching techniques that are applicable across grade levels and subject
matter. This heavy emphasis on general principles and methods of
teaching to the exclusion of content-specific principles and methods
has come under fire from a number of educationnl researchers in recent
years.

One content specialist, Henry (1986), argues that the ficld of in-
structional supervision and its emphasis on general notions of teaching
has violated the field of English education through the institutionaliza-
tion of behaviorist views of learning and teaching. Henry paints a
picture of thousands of English teachers scurrying to write behavioral
objectives, create improved feedback and management loops, and use
mastery Jearning strategies. He sees these activities as antithetical to
the very nature of English.

What is neglected or generally omitted is the fundamental probing of

instruction which lies not solely in overt, externally observable behav-

ior but also in the internalized arrangement of ideas most of which are

predetermined by the discipline. Time is different in history, in physics,
in biology, in mathematics, and in English (Henry 1986, p. 20).

Henry's views concerning the importance of content-specific con-
ceptions of learning and teaching have been well supported in recent
years by the work of several teacher educators, such as Buchman
(1984).

Curriculum practices and dvvelopment in many schools and colleges

of education can be interpreted as a flight away from content, Teachers

without content are like actors without scripts. Teaching is conditional

on the presence of educational content and essential activities of

teaching are conditional upon the content knowledge of teachers (pp.
29-30).

The importance of contert knowledge in the teaching process has
also been the primary focus of study of Shulman and his associates.
They have identified general pedagogical knowledge, subject matter
knowledge, and pedagogical content knowledge as critical comy. nents
of the professional knowledge base in teaching (Wilson, Shulman, and
Richert 1987). Pedagogical content knowledge is a relatively new und
illuminating construct that refers to the “capacity of a teacher to
transform the content knowledge he or she possesses into forms that
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are pedagogically powerful and yet adaptive to the variations in ability
and background presented by the students” (Shulman 1987, p. 15).
Included among the various aspects of pedagogical content knowledge
are: (1) the teacher's view of how the discipline should be represented
to students, (2) the teacher’s understanding of how easy or difficult
particular concepts will be for specific groups of students to learn, and
(3) the teacher’s possession of a variety of examples, metaphors, analo-
gies, and narratives that can be used to make the concepts in the
discipline more understandable for students. Wilson, Shulman, and
Richert (1987) see the teacher’s pedagogical content knowledge as a
critical attribute in the process of preparing for, delivering, and reflect-
ing on instruction.

In short, to paraphrase Shulman (1990), when the content to be
taught becomes a starting point for the process of inquiry and re-
searchers begin to ask what is good teaching of mathematics or what
is good teaching of Romeo and Juliet, the answers and related questions
seem to be quite different from the answers received when one begins
by asking what is good teaching in general.

These six beliefs, which characterize the changing mindscape on
learning and teaching, call into serious question the portrait that we
painted ecarlier of the supervisor who works one on one with each
teacher to document observable behavior and move that behavior into
greater alignment with the research on general teaching effectiveness.
Indeed, the new mindscape on learning and teaching demands a sig-
nificantly altered mindscape on supeivision.

Implications for Supervision

The changing perspectives on learning and teaching have five
important implications:

1. Teachers should be viewed as active constructors of their own
knowledge about learning and teaching.

2. Supervisors should be viewed as collaborators in creating knowl-
edge about learning and teaching.

3. The emphasis on data collection during supervision should
change from almost total reliance on paper-and-pencil observation
instruments to capture the events of a single period of instruction to the
use of a variety of data sources to capture a lesson as it unfolds over
several periods of instruction.
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4. Both general principles and methods of teaching as well as
content-specific principles and methods of teaching should be attended
to during the supervisory process.

5, Supervision should become more group oriented rather than
individually oriented.

Teachers as Active Knowledge Constructors

Just as students must actively construct new knowledge, teachers
must be active participants in constructing their own knowledge. The
mindscape that has been dominant in supervision has viewed supervi-
sion and staff development as vehicles for training teachers to adopt
practices and to use knowledge that has been produced by others,
principally by researchers on teaching. Just as it is impossible for
teachers to pour their knowledge into the heads of students, itis equally
impossible for supervisors and staff developers to pour the knowledge
and practices recommended by researchers into the heads of teachers.
Teachers who choose to adopt new practices are not empty vessels to
be filled with someone else’s ideas. They are learners who are re-edu-
cating themselves to become experts in another mode of teaching
(Putnam 1990). Much of our knowledge about learning remains unused
in classrooms not because teachers are unwilling to use it, but because
they have not been given the opportunity and the time to work with the
concepts and practices in order to relate them to their own knowledge,
experience, and contexts—to truly make them their own. Before teach-
ers can use a new model of teaching effectively, they must acquire a
deep, personalized understanding of the model. Support for this state-
ment can be derived from the work of Joyce and Shower (1988), which
demonstrates that at least thirty to forty hours of study, practice, and
feedback are required before teachers gain executive control over com-
plex teaching models. Executive control means that the trainer can use
the model well technically, can distinguish between appropriate and
inappropriate opportunities for applying the model, and can adapt the
model to particular students and contexts.

Perhaps most important, teachers must be looked on as generators
of knowledge on learning and teaching, not merely as consumers of
research. “What is missing from the knowledge base for teaching,
therefors are the voices of teachers themselves, the questions teachers
ask, the way teachers use writing and intentional talk in theirwork lives,
and the interpretive frames teachers use to understand and improve
their own classroom practice” (Cochran-Smith and Lytle 1990, p. 2).
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When driven by the new mindscapes on learning and teaching,
supervision becomes a vehicle for inquiry and experimentation—aimed
at knowledge generation, not simply knowledge adoption. The primary
purpose of supervision becomes the improvement of teaching and learn-
ing by helping teachers acquire a deeper understanding of the learning-
teaching process. Knowledge generation can be achieved when
supervision becomes a process of action research in which the super-
visor and the teacher use classroom learning and teaching activities as
a vehicle for testing their own ideas, ideas and practices of colleagues,
and findings derived from more formal research studies in terms of
their application to the unique educational context in which the teacher
and supervisor function.

This view of supervision has been advocated quite powerfully by
Schon (1989) and Garman (1986). Garman has taken the view of clinical
supervision espoused by Cogan (1973), one of the originators of clinical
supervision, and expanded it to be more compatible with current
perspectives on learning and teaching. Cogan’s model of supervision
was grounded in the traditional views of learning, which saw the
teacher as the adopter of practices that had been shown as effective
through the work of r=searchers and developers. He did not envision
teachers as resea-chers (Garman 1986). Garman, on the other hand,
points out the recessity for clinical supervisors to engage teachers in
the process of self-supervision through reflection and knowledge gen-
eration. “At some point in a teacher’s career, he/she must become a
clinical supervisor of sorts hecause only the actors themselves can
render the hermeneutic know!edge needed to understand teaching”
(Garman 1990, p. 212). When teachers engage in the process of gener-
ating knowledge about their own teaching, they realize important
benefits. “Their teaching is transformed in important ways: they be-
come theorists articulating their intentions, testing their assumptions,
and finding connections with practice” (Cochran-Smith and Lytle 1990,
p. 8).

Supervisors as Collaborators in Creating Knowledge

Just as the teacher’s role will change when students are seen as
active partners in constructing knowledge, so too the supervisor's role
will change when teachers are viewed as constructors of their own
knowledge about learning and teaching. From its traditional perspec-
tive, supervision is viewed as a process intended to help teachers
improve instruction. The supervisor often, intentionally or unintention-
ally, takes on the role of critic whose task is to judge the degree of
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congruence between the teacher’s classroom behavior and the model of
teaching that the teacher is trying to implement or the generic research
on teaching.

When the supervisor is viewed as a critic who judges the teacher’s
performance, supervision tends to concentrate on surface-level issues
because the supervisor is denied access by the teacher to the dilemmas,
issues, and problems that every teacher experiences and struggles with
on an ongoing basis (Blumberg and Jonas 1987). These dilemmas and
problems reach to the very heart of the teaching enterprise and cannot
be resolved by simply adding new models to our repertoires of teaching
behaviors. They must be confronted head on and resolved through
action and reflection in the classroom (Schon 1983). Supervision
should play a central role in understanding and resolving complex,
perennial problems such as:

¢ how to reconcile individual student needs and interests with
group needs and interests;

¢ how to balance the need to preserve student self-esteem with the
need to provide students with honest feedback on their performance;

e how to balance student motivation against the need to teach
prescribed content that may not match students’ current needs or
interests; and

¢ how to maintain a reasonable amount of order while still allowing
sufficient flexibility for the intellectual freedom needed to pursue com-
plex topics and issues.

When the supervisor relinquishes the role of critic to assume the
role of co-creator of knowledge about learning and teaching, the teacher
is more willing to grant the supervisor access to these core issues and
dilemmas of teaching because the teacher does not have to fear a
critique from the supervisor. Relinquishing the role of critic also bene-
fits the supervisor by removing the awesome burden of serving as judge,
jury, and director of the supervisory process.

When supervision is viewed as a process for generating knowledge
about learning and teaching, data collection is transformed from a
mechanism for documenting behavior to a mechanism for collecting
information. This information can be used to deepen both teacher’'sand
supervisor’s understanding of the consequences of resolving problems,
dilemmas, and issues in alternative ways. Conferences are also trans-
formed. In the traditional conference scenario, the supervisor provides
a neat, well-documented list of praiseworthy behaviors, as well as some
suggestion for future improvement. When the supervisor relinquishes
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the role of critic, conferences become collaborative work sessi. .+
which both teacher and supervisor try to make sense of the a. - s
always messy data that are gathered in the process of relating = - r
action to its consequences for learners. Finally, the outcomes of comi-
ences are transformed. In most current practice, both partners sign
written narrative critiques, which are filed away to collect dust until
next year’s observaiion. When teacher and supervisor become co-crea-
tors of knowledge, they produce jointly developed, tentative under-
standings of the learning-teaching process. These insights can then be
tested against the reality of the classroom in future cycles of supervi-
sion,

To engage effectively in inquiry-oriented supervision, supervisors
need a different type of expertise. They will need a passion for inquiry;
commitment to developing an understanding of the process of learning
and teaching; respect for teachers as equal partners in the process of
trying to understand learning and teaching in the context of the
teacher’s particular classroom setting; and recognition that both part-
ners contribute essential expertise to the process. They will also need
to feel comfortable with the ambiguity and vulnerability of not having
prefabricated answers to the problems that are encountered in the
process. Supervisors will need to trust themselves, the teacher, and the
process enough to believe that they can find reasonable and workable
answers to complex questions and problems.

Greater Variety in Data Collection

The emphasis in traditio. . conceptions of learning on observable
behavior, coupled with the emphasis on the teacher as the central actor,
has resulted in the use of paper-and-pencil observation instruments as
the prim’ ry and often sole vehicle for data gathering in supervision.
Whent! e supervisor’s task is viewed as capturing the observable behav-
ior of une actor (the teacher), paper-and-pencil instruments seem to
work reasonably well. However, when learning is viewed as an active
process of knowledge construction by the learner, student cognition
becomes the critical element in the learning process. Learning is then
seen as a collaborative process between teacher and learner, and the
task of gathering useful data changes dramatically. Now, the data-gath-
ering task becomes or 2 of simultaneously capturing information about
multiple actors which can be used to make inferences about the think-
ing processes that are occurring in the minds of the actors. This type of
data collection requires supplementing paper-and-pencil instruments
with a wide range of data-gathering techniques including audiotapes,
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videotapes, student products (essays, projects, tests), student inter-
views, and written student feedback regarding classroom events.

The use of multiple sources of data will bring about another
important change in the expertise required of those who function as
supervisors. The supervisor will need to become an expert in helping
the teacher match various types of data collection strategies to the
questions that are being addressed in the supervisory process and in
helping the teacher interpret and reflect on the data that have been
gathered. This change in the focus of data collection techniques will
parallel closely the changes that have taken place in educational re-
search techniques over the past decade. Just as the paper-and-pencil
instruments used in the process-product research on teaching have
been augmented by qualitative data collection strategies, so too obser-
vation and data collection in supervision can be expanded to include
many more data sources. Data alone, however, are never sufficient. They
never tell the full story. Only human judgment, in this case the collabo-
rative judgment of teacher and supervisor, can give meaning to the
richness of the learning-teaching process. Human judgment functions
much more effectively in capturing that richness when it is augmented
by a wide variety of data sources.

Garman (1990) points out an additional factor that comes into play
when we view the goal of data collection as capturing student and
teacher thinking: the development of thinking over time. Data collection
currently is almost always accomplished by the observation of a single
period of instruction.

[A] lesson generally means an episodic event taken out of context

within a larger unit of study. It is time to cot sider the unfolding lesson

as a major concept in clinical supervision. We must find ways to

capture how a teacher unfolds the content of a particular unit of study

and how students, over time, encounter the content (Garman 1990,
p. 212).

By collecting data over longer periods of instruction, we would be
likely to obtain a much more complete picture of both teacher and
student thinking. We would also capture a much richer portrait of the
teacher’s view of how the discipline should be represcnted for students.
A'though it might at first seem that collecting data over several periods
of instruction requires additional time for observation by the supervi-
sor, this is not necessarily the case. When the teacher becomes a
collaborator in the process, and multiple data collection techniqt s are
used (e.g., videotapes, student homework, student tests), the supervisor
need not be present for every period of instruction during which data
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are gathered. The teacher can take primary responsibility for much of
the data collection and then meet with the supervisor to jointly interpret
and discuss the meaning of the data.

Greater Balance Between General Concerns and
Content-Specific Issues and Questions

Given the renewed emphasis and research on content-specific
learning and teaching, the focus of supervision should shift from total
empbhasis on general concerns to the inclusion of content-specific issues
and questions. This does not mean that we should :xclude general
behaviors. To do so would clearly be a mistake because process-product
research has been successful in identifying some behaviors that seem
to transfer across content (Gage and Needels 1989). However, as Shul-
man (1987) has pointed out, excluding content-specific strategies from
the supervisory process has also been a mistake. We need to balance
content-specific issues and general issues.

On the surface at least, this need to expand the focus of supervision
poses a dilemma for many schools. Principals, who supervise teachers
in many different content areas, carry out the much of the supervision
that takes place in schools. The question is whether a generalist can be
an effective supervisor when the supervisory process focuses not only
on general concerns but also on content-specific strategies and meth-
ods. Given the new supervisory mindscape, we believe it is possible.

If the supervisor is viewed as a collaborator whose primary task is
to help teachers reflect on and learn about their own teaching practices
through the collection and interpretation of multiple sources of data,
and the teacher who has content expertise is allowed to direct the
process, it seems reasonable to think that content-specific issues could
be addressed through supervision. In addition, if supervision is viewed
as a function—not merely a role—to which many people in a school can
contribute (Alfonso and Goldsberry 1982), it would also be possible to
use a process of group supervision, peer coaching, or colleagus consult-
ation to help address content-specific issues, provided the peers have
the appropriate preparation and skills.

Whatever personnel are used to carry out the process, the scope of
supervision needs to be expanded to include questions such as these:
What content should be taught to this group of students? Are the
content and the instructional approaches being used compatible? What
beliefs about the content and its general nature are being conveyed to
students by the teacher’s long-term app: »ach to the subject matter? Are
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students acquiring the thinking and learning strategies that are most
important for long-term success in the discipline?

Emphasis on Group Supervision

Just a3 students seem to benefit when they are placed in groups to
cooperate with each other in the learning process, teachers seem to
benefit when they are allowed to work together in groups to help each
other learn about and rerine the process of teaching (Little 1982).
Teachers learn by watching each other teach. In addition, the new roles
they take on and the perspectives they gain promote higher levels of
thinking and cognitive development (Sprinthall and Thies-Sprinthall
1983). This benefits students because teachers who have reached higher
cognitive-developmental levels tend to be more flexible and better able
to meet individual student needs (Hunt and Joyce 1967). Collaborative
practices have been endorsed and employed in staff development circles
for several years, however, supervisory practice, which also aims at
professional development, typically continues to occur on a one-to-one
basis between supervisor and teacher.

We concur with Fullan (1990), who pointed out the necessity of
linking collaboration to norms of continuous improvement:

There is nothing particularly virtuous about collaboration per se. It

can serve to block change or put students down as well as to elevate

learning. Thus, collegialily must be linked to norms of continuous

improve: it and experimentation in which teachers are constantly

seeking and assessing potentially better practices inside and outside
their own school (p. 15).

Similarly, group supervision must be viewed as an activity whose
primary aim is learning about and improving teaching. Teachers are
sometimes uncomfortable when they are asked to confront tough
questions about their own teaching. Collaboration and mutual support
from colleagues can be vehicles for enabling teachers to risk facing
those tough questions. However, there is a danger that collaboration
can be wrongly viewed as meaning to support one another without
rocking the boat or causing any discomfort. When this happens, col-
laboration can degenerate into a mechanism for skirting tough ques-
tions through unwarranted assurances that things are just fine. Toavoid
this degeneration, all participants must understand that learning about
the instructional process and improving student learning are the pri-
mary goals of group supervision. Collaboration is a means to an end,
not an end in itself. 1t is a mechanism for providing support as teachers
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engage in the sometimes disquieting, uncomfortable process of learn-
ing.

Given the research on cooperative learning and teacher collegiality,
we hypothesize that if supervision were carried out as a group process
in which the supervisors and teachers were interdependent in achieving
group and individual goals, the process of supervision would become
more cffective in helping teachers learn about and improve their teach-
ing. In addition, enabling those teachers who may be less committed to
growth to work together in groups with colleagues who are more
committed to the process may be an effective strategy for creating
shared norms that are supportive of the supervisory process. In discuss-
ing the concept of collaborative cultures, Hargreaves and Dawe (1989)
eloquently describe what supervision might become when it is viewed
as a cooperative group process. “It is a tool of teacher empowerment
and professional ecnhancement, bringing colleagues and their expertise
together to generate critical yet also practically-grounded reflection on
what they do as a basis for more skilled action” (p. 7).

% %%

What we have labeled “the changing mindscape on learning and
teaching” demands a new mindscape on supervision, a mindscape
grounded in the following principles and beliefs:

¢ The primary purpose of supervision is to provide a mechanism
for teachers and supervisors to increase their understanding of the
learning-teaching process through collaborative inquiry with other
professionals.

¢ Teachers should not be viewed only as consumers of research, but
as generators of knowledge about learning and teaching.

e Supervisors must see themselves not as critics of teaching per-
formance, but rather as collaborators with teachers in attempting to
understand the problems, issues, and dilemmas that are inherent in the
process of learning and teaching.

e Acquiring an understanding of the learning-teaching process de-
mands the collection of many types of data, over extended periods of
time,

¢ The focus for supervision needs to be expanded to include con-
tent-specific as well as general issues and questions.

¢ Supervision should focus not only on individual teachers but also
on groups of teachers who are engaged in ongoing inquiry concerning
common problems, issues, and questions.

58 3%}




Changing Perspectives in Curriculum and Instruction

These principles and beliefs are not completely new. They closely
parallel the principles of clinical supervision as endorsed by Cogan
(1973) and Goldhammer (1969). Unfortunately, these principles have
not been widely adopted. We believe that the changing perspectives on
learning and teaching provide a powerful impetus for putting these
principles of supervision into practice. When these concepts begin to
touch the mainstream of supervisorv practice, supervision is much
more likely to have a positive impact on teacher thinking, teacher
behavior, and student learning.
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Teacher Empowerment and
the Development of Voice

Andrew Gitlin and Karen Price

ased largely on the work of Freire (1972, 1985) and Giroux (1983,

1985a, 1985b, 1986), an empowerment perspective has begun to
emerge in the area of teacher evaluation.* At the center of this perspec-
tive is an emphasis on humanagency. As opposed to changingschooling
by tightening guidelines and developing sanctions, this perspective is
based on the assumption that change is best accomplished when indi-
viduals and groups are free to look critically at what they are doing.
Rather than pitting one actor against another, however, evaluation
processes should help pariicipants join together in a quest for an
understanding of teaching. To develop this understanding, Freire
(1985), Shor (1980), and others (Gitlin and Goldstein 1987) suggest that
dialogue can play an important role and inciude both “how to" ques-
tions and their relation to a wider moral discourse. Within this process
of mutual inquiry, or dialogue, the people being observed are no longer
“objects” of evaluation, but “critical subjects” who “add . . . to the life
they have the existence they make” (Freire 1985). It is this involvement
in making history, as opposed to watching it, that enables individuals
and groups to more powerfully act on and change teaching and
schooling.

Although promising, the empowerment perspective recently has
been criticized for not addressing such questions as: Empowerment for
what? What is the role of the person “doing” the empowering? and
Doesn't the emphasis on agency ignore the fact that without alternative
structures little is likely to change at the level of school practice? By
addressing these questions, we hope to not only build on and provide a

*1n this chapter, we use the term evaluation as the equivalent of supervision.
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more detailed description of the empowerment perspective, but also
expose the prejudgments that inform our view.

Empowerment as “voice”

Empowerment, as we are using the term, is linked to the notion of
voice. When fully developed, voice is an articulation of one’s critical
opinions and a protest (Hirschman 1970)—no: simply a gripe but a
challenge to domination and oppression. Though domination and op-
pression cannot be defined in a universal manner (Giroux 1989), they
are likely to include an unjust use of power. In such cases, particular
individuals or groups dole out sanctions and rewards or assert pressures
of one sort or another that disenfranchise, silence, and unnecessarily
limit the opportunities of others. The ability of groups to assert such
pressures and the likely responses of others to them are influenced in
dramatic ways by school structures.

For example, a state-mandated core curriculum that specifies the
objectives teachers must cover clearly shifts the power between district
administrators and teachers toward the district. Although the result of
this shift is never guaranteed and often is contested to one degree or
another, the district assames the authority to make certain types of
claims about the nature of the curriculum found in the school.

The development of voice, therefore, should make it possible to see
and challenge the structures and events that lead to an unjust use of
power. Voice may hegin as an individual undertaking, but it is most
effective when groups who share a common view act in concert.

When we define empowerment as voice, it becomes less of an
instrumental process that can serve an array of ends, and more a
political process for contesting domination and oppression. In a school
context, empowerment perspectives would address some of the most
consistent and glaring inequities in our schools, such as those involving
patriarchy, racism, and class distinctions. Because this view of empow-
erment centers on relations of power, those involved must be self-reflec-
tive about their role in the process. In an evaluation context, for exam-
ple, it matters if an evaluator is one who can decide what your salary is
or determine the nature of your work. Power relations are also shaped
by structures such as district-imposed curriculums, tracking, class-
room size, and the organization of school decision making. The influ-
ence of these structures can limit the voice of disenfranchised groups.

Unfortunately, most evaluation schemes found in our schools do
little to embrace the ideals of an empowerment perspective. For the
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most part, evaluation is a ritualized tradition in which teachers put on
a show to achieve a positive assessment (Gitlin and Smyth 1989). Why
evaluation has taken on such a meaning is very much related to the
asst. med purpose of evaluation.

Traditional Administrative Supervision

Because teaching is thought of as a women’s profession (Laird
1988), teachers are treated quite differently from people in male-domi-
nated occupations. Teachers are treated as if administrative supervision
is necessary to ensure proper behavior. The cliché “Those who can't do,
teach” is a reflection of the low status of teachers and women in our
society (Apple 1986). Given this widely held disdain for the work that
teachers do, it is not surprising that evaluation has been narrowly
constructed as a form of control. In traditional administrative evalu-
ation, teachers have little or no say in determining the standards for
good teaching; instead, they are forced to behave in ways that at best
reflect only one notion of good teaching. Within this type of evaluation,
teachers are viewed as deficient, and their personal knowledge is
ignored. Others—nonteachers—determine which teaching behaviors
are valued (Gitlin 1990).

In this chapter, one of our objectives is to explore what these typical
evaluation schemes do to teachers and how they differ from an empow-
erment perspective. The next section includes a personal narrative by
Karen Price, who is a special education teacherinan elementary school.
Price describes her experiences with botha standard form of evaluation
and one that explicitly attempts to embrace the empowerment ideal.
We draw on her experiences to lock more closely at the underlying
assurnptions of the process and analyze how these assumptions struc-
ture notions of good tcaching, the teaching role, and teachers’ relations
with others.

Karen's Experiences in Administrative Supervision

Having entered teaching late in life, 1 was sensitive to wanting to
look the part and to be technically credible in diagnosing and prescrib-
ing effective strategies for the students with disabilities in my charge.
Fortunately, my administrative evaluations were quite positive. This
assessment, however, did not completely quiet my intuitive doubts
about the process of evaluation. These doubts became full-blown fears
when I saw what happened to the teacher next door. This teacher had
given 25 years of his life to teaching; as far as I could see, he was quite
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personable and liked kids. It did not appear that there were any severe
disparities between us as teachers, except that my room was neater and
more organized. And yet this teacher’s evaluations were handled quite
differentlv from mine; he was observed for a longer period of time and
received pages of “documentation” on what were perceived as deficient
areas of his teaching. After ope such evaluation, the evaluator poked his
head in my classroom and noted, “This guy is really a mess.”

As I closed my deor on my classroom, I thought, “When will my
turn come?”

When I tried to befriend this teacher who was under daily attack,
my principal told me that I seemed like a capable person and that if I
wanted to be successful I should align myself with successful teachers.
Evaluation not only seemed arbitrary, but also acted to isolate the
supposedly good teachers from those who were viewed as deficient.
Over time the fears lessened as I gained confidence in myself and
successfully accomplished the “evaluation show.” Only my “self-talk”
honestly addressed the relief I felt when the principal did not come to
see my everyday classroom struggle.

My current evaluation system is one of the best in my fifteen years
of teaching. The principal is compassionate, trusts teachers tremen-
dously, and provides many opportunities for feedback. Essentially, this
is what happens. The principal supplies each teacher with a packet that
outlines the formal observation procedures and the district-approved
and -mandated observation process. In particular, the district forms ask
the principal to comment on ¢elements of lesson design, motivation,
retention, transfer, reinforcement, learning environment, human rela-
tions, thinking skills, learning styles, and so forth. I use these forms as
a kind of crib sheet to firm up lesson plans and make sure they fit the
identified items on the list.

The first step in the observation process is to fill out a preobserva-
tion form, on which teachers are rcquired to provide written statements
on lesson plan objectives and to identify teaching con.petencies and
possible students who are experiencing difficulty. When this form is
completed, the teacher signs up for a time to be observed. The timing
of the observation seems very important to many teachers. Commonly,
for example, teachers comment on the relation of their observation to
others. “I'sure on't want to be observed after teacher X; that would be
atough acttc Hllow.” And when the time for the observation arrives, it
is not unusual to sec some teachers trading students to help ensure a
more favorable assessment.
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When the evaluator comes into the room, nothing is said to the
students, but almost all know what is going on. As the lesson proceeds,
the principal writes down specific student and teacher responses with-
out engaging in any verbal dialogue with the students or teacher. At the
end of the observation, the principal leaves as unobtrusively as possible.

When scheduling permits, usually two or three days after the
observation, the principal gives the teacher feedback on the lesson. The
teacher is typically asked to provide additional information on the
strengths and weaknesses of the lesson inrelation to the predetermined
objectives outlined on the district form. The time allotted for this
feedback is fifteen to t xeni  minutes. Then the principal presents the
teacher a copy of the written report and makes friendly comments as
the conference is brought to a close.

Reflections on Administrative Supervision

This type of typical teacher evaluation builds on several fundamen-
tal assumptions:

« Evaluation is a process that compares a set of predetermined
standards (established by experts residing outside the evaluation proc-
ess) with a set of practices (performed by the teacher).

« Evaluation is a one-way process—from the evaluator to the ob-
served teacher. Although the teacher can corrnent and add to the
principal’s analysis of strengths and weaknesses in the post-observation
conference, she must do so in terms of the preestablished criteria.
Further, the observed teacher has no opportunity to suggest an alterna-
tive meaning to those ~ nwited by the evaluator. The teacher cannot, for
example, argue that the ovaluator mistakenly thought a student was off
task because there is no opportunity to make such an argument. Even
if there were such an opportunity, the evaluator is assumed to be expert
and doles out rewards and sanctions; therefore, such challenges could
negatively affect the teacher's work life.

« Evaluation reflects the ahistorical and technical nature of know-
ing. The evaluator must assume that he can know what is going on in
the classroom without considering either the classroom history or the
personal histories of teacher and students. This ahistorical perspective
gives an inflated importance to the events obscrved, limits the types of
explanations offered, and obscures the roots of particular occurrences
or patterns that may be emerging over time. Because the predetermined
criteria are technical in nature, the feedback also ignores a range of
important moral, political, and cthical concerns.
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* Administrative evaluation assumes an individualistic, competi-
tive view of evaluation. Not only is evaluation a private undertaking
between a supposed expert and a teacher, but teachers clearly view
themselves in competition with each other.

In sum, traditional, administrative evaluation procedures posit a
technical view of good teaching that is arbitrary in many regards. This
view strengthens the notion that the role of teachers should be limited
to the act of teaching The teacher is seen as a nonexpert, whose
knowledge of teaching can be pushed to the side or ignored entirely.
Teachers clearly resist this int.. ence by learning to give the evaluator
what is expected and by manipulating the situation. But this resistance
enhances neither human agency nor a sense of common interests.
Instead, administrative evaluation schemes allow teachers to continue
teaching in their accustomed styles, silence those working in the class-
room, and leave in place the bureaucratic hierarchy of the school.

Itis the aim of empowering forms of evaluation to challenge these
outcomes and, as we articulated earlier, to develop teachers’ voice. The
next section includes another personal narrative by Karen Price, in
which she illustrates her experiences with an empowerment approach
to evaluation, called “horizontal evaluation” (Gitlin and Goldstein
1987). Our objective here is to understand the ways in which empow-
erment approaches may and may not overcome the limitations of
traditional approaches.

An Empowerment Approach:
Horizontal Evaluation

Horizontal evaluation is a process in which teachers start out by
collaboratively analyzing the relationship between their teaching inten-
tions and their practices in ways that point to “living contradictions”
(Whitehead and Lomax 1987). Teachers search for the gap between
what they desire to do in their teaching and what they actually end up
doing. And when no mismatch is found between intention and practice,
teachers think through why it is they want to achieve the particular ends
they have identified, as opposed to unquestioningly accepting them.
Intentions can be st.‘~d in advance or can emerge from discussion.
When stated in advance, they become a text for analysis.

For example, a teacher might lLave the intention of having all
students obey the rule, “Raise your hand before speaking.” Instead of
simply observing the extent to which actual practice reflects this intent,
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participants should discuss why the rule is important, and under what
conditions and when it might be most appropriate. Once issues like this
can be clarified, their desirability can be examined and debated in
relation to a normative framework.

In illuminating the relationship between educational means and
ends, horizontal evaluation draws primarily on the work of Gadamer
(1975) and Habermas (1976), who have helped shape three methods:
“communication analysis,” “historical perspective,” and “challenge
statements.” These methods, along with a consideration of alternative
practices, are used to enhance and deepen the dialogue between the
teacher and observer.

Communication Analysis. Participants use this analytical process
to understand how the prejudgments they hold about teaching frame
their teaching and shape behaviar. For example, if a teacher believes
that chaotic student behavior is caused by the low abilities of the
students, the question, “What do you mean by 'low abilities™” could be
posed. Implicit values that lie behind statements and practices like this
can, thercfore, be made explicit and thus reconsidered by the partici-
pants. Reconsideration of these values can amount to a transformation
in the way teachers daily make and remake school reality. If teachers
realize that the labeling they use is inappropriate because it is based on
an undisclosed view of the socioeconomic status of the students, then
they can reorganize classroom structures and pedagogy to reflect a
more egalitarian view.

Historical Perspective. Adopting an historical perspective allows
teachers to sce apparently commonsense notions and actions not as
natural and immutable, but rather as choices that are part of an
historical tradition. For instance, if a teacher regards teaching as a
process of depositing information in the heads of students, adopting an
historical perspective can encourage discussion about what tactors
have historically encouraged this kind of pedagorv. The interests em-
bedded within such  view can then be more ful' analyzed.

Challenge Statements. Sometimes discussio .s about in-class activ-
ity between a teacher and a colleague become stilted or bogged down
and cannot go beyond clarifying values and prejudgments. At such
times, either person can initiate a challenge statement designed to get
discussion moving again. For example, if a teacher holds to the view
that students should obey her classroom rules in all circumstances,
questions can be raised about students’ and teachers’ rights, and about
the role and purpose of adult authority. The resulting conversation
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might seek to investigate the legitimacy of adult authority and the
implications this holds for the education of students in a democracy.

Alternatives. Horizontal evaluation asks participants to link the
insights gained through dialogue to the realization of alternative teach-
ing practices. The chosen alternative is a turning point for further
discourse on the relation of intentions to practice. In other words, while
the dialogue may end with a suggested alternative, this alternative then
becomes part of a new set of practices that are examined by the
participants. Alternatives are an important part of the dialogue process
because new insights can be linked to practice.

Karen's Experiences in Horizontal Evaluation

As part of my master’s program at the University of Utah, I had the
opportunity to experiment with horizontal evaluation. A first step in
this process was to explore what might be called “local histories.” To
fulfill this requirement, I wrote a persona! history that focused on the
journey that led me to choose a career in teaching. Then I wrote a school
history, which explored the school’s political framework, including
organizational structures and priorities. With these “texts” as a back-
drop, I began to focus on the next steps.

At this point, however, I was a somewhat reluctant participant. I
saw the process as a tedious assignment that Ljust had to get over with.
Preparations to leave my classroom seenied to be a hurdle. My team
member was at a different school, and our chances to get together were
thwarted by schedules and other teaching priorities. Horizontal evalu-
ation, as was true of administrative supervision, didn’t seem to offer
much of value in terms of teaching—but I did agree to give it a try.

The next step was to choose a colleague to team with. The goal of
horizontal teaming was to participate in at least three evaluation “laps,”
in which each lap allowed both participants to be observer and teacher.
For each lap, my colleague and I held a conference about the observa-
tions and recorded each conference on an audiotape. We then tran-
scribed the audiotapes and analyzed the content. The resulting text
replaced the traditional evaluation sheets and rating scales used in
administrative approach.

During the second lap, when my colleague and I decided to meet at
her home to do the post-observation conference, my attitudes about the
process started to change. For the first time, I began to view evaluation
as something more than a process of coatrol. What I found, despite my
initial hesitancy, was that the process helped identify some reoccurring
themes, frustrations, and annoyances that were common to both of us.
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Clearly, I was not alone in my worries and concerns. What was unique
about the process was that the observer could be an advocate rather
than a judge or acensor. Together, we were able to appraise the situation
and consider a wide array of problems and concerns. In my personal
history, I proclaimed that as a public servant, I desired a less isolated
existence in the workplace of public education. Horizontal evaluation
provided a small step in this direction.

The themes that emerged from our post-observation conferences
were diverse, yet common themes kept coming up for reexploration. It
was as if each of us had a kind of broken record that identified the
struggles and dilemmas that emerged out of our personal intentions
and teaching practices. We approached these concerns from both
thinking and feeling levels as we tried to articulate whose interests were
being served by our teaching practices. Often, communication analysis
provided a method to unearth these important concerns. For example,
we analyzed the following parts of our dialogue concerning how to
encourage students to make decisions: (T refers to the Teacher being
observed, and O refers to the Observer):

T—Yes, sometimes | feel a little like "Mary Cheerleader” with some of

these kids. . . . You know. Trying to work for even bits and parts of

things that I can compliment them on because, as you probably
noticed, there were a number of other things going on. . . . It's

something I work on every day—about how to find the things they're
doing that are approaching what I'm asking them to do.

0O—1 heard you use the word decisions a lot. So you seem to turn the
problem back to them and say, “Okay, that's your decision.” Is that
what you do purposely?

T—Yes, I'm really trying to focus on the kids being in charge. . ..

O—Tell me more about “being in charge.” Why do you think kids
should be in charge?

Other concerns were also illuminated through our articulation of
the tremendous gaps between irtention and practice. On a day-to-day
basis, I strive to address “success” in a rather routinized way. There is
an element of justification when Ilook at my intentions. I must reluc-
tantly admit that when I was asked to state my intentions, they were
often designed to indicate the rightness of my practices. For example,
as a special education teacher. I have been trained to be a behaviorist,
someone who must obtain tangible results. Although these concrete
outcomes would clearly be accepted by my special education peers,
when I asked what interests are served by the emphasis on these results,
I have blanks in my dialogue.
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Initially, our dialogue remained on the level of comparing inten-
tions and practices; but over time, as trust developed, we began to use
a more historical perspective. We talked about the histories of our
classrooms, job descriptions, schoolwide programs, and personal
histories.

O—Do you agree with the behavior modification kind of philosophy?

T—Oh, 1 really struggle with it. I think that the district certainly
supports it, and a lot of special education teachers use approaches like
behavior modification out of a certain need, I guess. I am fighting
something tangible. But it’s . . . it can be a trap. ... 1 try to put it on
the kids, about their knowing where they stand, and what they earned,
s0 it isn’t some mysterious person giving them permission for some-
thing good or something bad. That they have some control in it. So I
use it for a shaper, I guess. A shaper of behavior.

O—As a teacher, what issues about control do you struggle wiih? Is
there something about control historically that you struggle with?

T—-Yes, that is an excellent question. I think I have struggled with
various issues of control for a long time.

At this point we also started to feel more comfortable in posing
challenge statements. As our relationship got stronger, we focused on
illuminating understanding rather than on making hierarchical judg-
ments on arbitrary standards of “worth.” These challenge statements,
in turn, often led to the identification of alternative practices. For
example, in one interchange about what to do about students who tattle
on exch other, I learned about the other teacher’s use of an anoriymous
“tattle box.”

O—-[When] those two boys challenged each other over the points they

received, you said. “You're on your honor now!” Do you care to
comment on “honor”?

I--1 just said that as a spur-of-the-moment idea . . . and I guess it was
more like a gesture on my pari that 1 could trust them just to see what
vould happen. . . .

0—The final thing I noticed about those two boys was that when they
were bumping into each other, you directed them to solve the problem
themselves. 1 noticed the rules on your wall, and one of them was “No
Tattling.”

T—Well, there isn't anything that drives me up the wall worse than
“Feacher, so and so did this. Teacher, make him stop.” It just irritates
1., So, it is one of those things that I've been trying to indoctrinate
into my students!

O--1like the idea of giving it back 10 them and saying “Here, have this
problem,” but sometimes they have to have something to de with it.
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T—I feel that it's a power struggle, because . . . if 1 take sides with one
person who is having a problem, then that creates problems with other
students. . . .

0O—1 don't know if you noticed that in my room I have a little wooden
box. . . . Its just a recipe box, and my students just write a little note
and stick it in the “tattle box”; and periodically we see what’sinit. ...
not as a “tell you what to do,” but as another way of handling it.

T—That's a neat idea. It’s nice to know that it has reduced tattling for
you. I never thought of that, and ycu are right about the “neec. to put
the information somewhere.” It seems like a more natural way to
disengage from the power struggle.

In sum, horizontal evaluation has pointed out to me that I view
teaching as a compromise. The compromise often occurs because what
I expect from my students i5 often vague and unclear to me. It is no
wonder that the practices do not often match my vague notions of
success. As I contir:ue to identify this concern, Iam going to strive for
more personal clarity on what it means to be successful so that I can
fill in some bla/nks in my professional dialogue.

Reflections on Horizontal Evaluation

This type of teacher evaluation builds on a vastly different set of
assumptions from those of the administrative model:

e The horizontal approach assumes that evaluation proceeds by
analyzing standards, in the form of stated intentions, and their relation
to practice. Teachers have a say in determining these standards, and the
assesstnent process centers on how the standards are met in practice.

e In horizontal evaluation, both participants work togethei to un-
derstand teaching, through collective reflections and actions.

« The horizontal approach also assumes that history plays an im-
portant part in understanding ihe slice of life captured in a particular
observation. This process focuses on the historical relations, norms,
and structures found in the school, as well as the teacher’s beliefs and
experiences related to schooling.

e This evaluation approach assumes that it is important to assess
the ethical, political, and moral implications of strategies and practices
in schools and consider effective alternatives.

These assumptions suggest that good teaching involves the exami-
nation of both aims and practices and their relationship. Good teaching
is a pro~ess of considering and reconsidering whaot one does and how
this relates to a set of intentions that are examined and reexamined. The
role of the teacher, as a consequence, includes setting goals and deter-
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mining purposes. And beczuse teachers work together on this process,
there are more opportunities to break down the isolation that obscures
common interests and limits collective actions. Finally, teachers’ knowl-
edge becomes an important part of the evaluation process.

Karen's experiences suggest both the possibilities and limits of an
empowerment approach. One limit is that teachers’ involvement with
traditional forins of evaluation is likely to color the way they initiaily
approach alternative models. It takes time, experience, and trust be-
tveen participants to see the benefits of an empowerment approach.
Participants need the opportunity to remake their evaluation history.
Some school structures, especially those that are taken for granted, also
may not be discussed immediately, especially if no attempts are made
to expand the dialogue beyond the individual pairs of participants. Only
when dialogue becomes a wider collective effort can others have an
opportunity to “see” what may be overlooked by the original pair of
participants. It is also clear that dialogue itself does not ensure that
teachers will see or protest forms of oppression and domination.
Though the teachers in the narrative example did raise issues of power
and control, these concerns did not become focused in a way that led
the teachers to protest in any fundamental way their relation with
students or the wider influence of schooling on students. Finally, an
empowerment approach is time consuming and costly in the sense that
substitutes need to be hired to enable teachers to observe one another.
I this approach is to have a collective moment, permanent ways must
be found to relieve teachers from iheir already busy schedules (Apple
1986). Implementing empowerment approaches to evaluation, without
addressing the fact that most teachers have little or no time aven for a
cup of coffee, is to severely limit the possibilities of this approach.

Cn the other hand, this empowerment approach helped the teach-
ers in our example escape what might be called the “control-resistance
cycle,” where teachers transform the process inio a game of pleasing
the evaluator. The teachers not only valued the process but—after trust
developed—welcomed critical insights. This empowerment approach
also challenged teacher isolation. This challenge is important in build-
ing the collegial relations that enable teachers to share ideas and discuss
educational issues. As opposed to the administrative model, which
leaves teachers silent, this approach helped teachers tell their stories
and have their “plots” examined. The teachers in our example were able
to see probleins typically taken for granted; develop their understanding
of a wide range of issues, including moral concerns; and use this
understanding to make alter: tions in their practice. These teachers also
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¢..anged the way they saw the classroom. As part of this process, they
addressed relations of power that can lead to oppression; and they
began to develop a voice.

* % %

The experiences in horizontal evaluation that we have presented
suggest thut evaluation need not silence teachers. It can use and exam-
ine what they know to alter practice. Though it is true that the ideal of
empowerment in terms of the development of voice was not achieved
in this one example, the process of expanding the teachers’ role was
begun. Such an expanded role for teachers includes a moral discourse
that focuses on the aims of education and confronts the historical limits
of those working in what is often referred to as a woman's prefession.
Finally, alternative forms of evaluation create the possibility that teach-
ers and others can take a more active role in challenging the way
traditional schooling “disadvantages” particular groups.
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Restructuring in a Large
District: Dade County,
Florida

Gerald O. Dreyfuss, Peter J. Cistone, and
C_‘I_mrles Divita, Jr.

cross the United States today, states and school districts are
Aadopting various models of restructuring as a strategy to qualita-
tively improve the viability and competence of educational systems and
schools as organizations. Advocates of school restructuring argue that
quality control and quality improvement in education cannot occur
without a fundamental transformation in the institutional culture of
schools and in the roles, relationships, and interactions of individuals
within them.

In his analysis of leadership as managed cultural change, Schein
(1985) states that “we simply cannot understand organizational phe-
nomena without considering culture both as a cause of and a way of
explaining such phenomena”(p. 311). Culture s pervasive znd complex,
he explains, and it affects virtually all aspects of the organization—strat-
egy, structure, processes, reward and control systems, and daily
routines.

The traditional dominant organizational culture of schools is mani-
fest, among other ways, in highly formalized and bureaucratic struc-
tures. Such structural arrangemeats are embedded in patterns of basic
assumptions and beliefs that affect organizational functioning. Great
emphasis is placed on tie specification of procedural rules and regula-
tions, on hierarchical control systems, and on centralized decision
makins,. Thus, Mary Ann Raywid (cited in Timar 1990) observes:

At levels too fundamental to be challenged, many of those in schools

have accepted that there must be differential status and authority

assignments, fixed roles, clearly divided responsibilities and account-
ability measures, and written rules governing interactions. . . . Such
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understandings, and the iuteraction patterns they produce, vield a
school's social order. This “order” determines the way in which its
constituents "do” school, and this, in turn, generates the school's
climate (p. 58).

These distinctive features, particularly the preoccupation with nor-
mative structure over behavioral structure, led Bennis (1959) to de-
scribe such systems as “organizations without people.”

Those who advocate school restructuring, on the other hand, hold
to a different conception of organizations and the actual and proper
relation of individual participants and groups to organizations. They
view organizations as “organisms” (Morgan 1986) and stress the itnpor-
tance of informal and behavioral factors aver formal structure. Their
model emphasizes interpersonal and small-group behavior in organi-
zations. In contrast to the bureaucratic mode, formal authority relation-
ships are minimized, as are procedural ruies and regulations, to
enhance interaction and participation in decision making. Likewise,
there is an equalizing of the distribution of power, as consensus and
collaboration are accepted as norms in place of bureaucratic direction
and control. Basic to the idea of school restructuring is the ex~ . ‘tation
of creating a professional work environment for teachers, p. - cipally
through collegial and collective management at the school-site level.

Context of Reform in Dade County

As wvith the Urited States as a whole, education reform iu Dade
County ‘lorida, Public Schcols (which include those in Miami) has
gained strong momentum and enjoyed high visibility during the past
several years. The vigor and success with which a broad range of
strategies has been implemented have placed the system—the fourth
largest in the United States—at the cutting edge of the national educa-
tion reform movement. Indeed, many observers regard developments
in Dade County as the most significant reform movement in America’s
public schools today, with primary emphasis on the professionalization
of teaching and on the restructuring of the system by which schools are
governed and decisions are made.

Conceptual Foundations

Educators in Dade County discern and practice supervision within
the context of a fundamental transformation in the institutional culture
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of schools—and in the roles, relationships, and interactions of individu-
als within them. Several premises undergird that thought and practice:

1. Large, urban, multicultural/multilingual school sysiems, if not
all school systems, face a host of educational issues that can best be
defined, analyzed, and addressed at the local school-site level.

2. Given the wide diversity of problems, potentials, perspectives,
and resources associated with these schools, no singular approach to
supervision is likely to provide an adequate framework for assisting
school districts in their restructuring and empowering initiatives.

3. A multiplicity of supervision methods, techniques, and devices
must be conceptualized and drawn upon in a manner that respects each
school's unique mission and goals and that simultaneously maintains
the unity and integrity of the school system as a whole.

4. 1t is unlikely that the plethora of supervisory practices and
innovations which evolve in a district undergoing restructuring flow
deliberately and systematically from a priority framework. However, an
examination of characteristics common 10 practices and innovations
generated and found to be successful may reveal an underlying genesis
in contemporary research and theory.

On the basis of these premises, the Dade Countiy Public School
System has developed an array of supervisory programs and activities.
Yet, despite the variety of methods, techniques, and devices that has
been applied at all levels of the school system, th-re is an underlying set
of principles and values aroi: ~d which these diverse initiatives coalesce.
These organizing principles and values are derived from some of the
most influential literature concerned with organizational renewal. Re-
search and theory in the fields of quality improvement, adult learning,
reflective practice, human motivation, and organization development
have been particularly influential in developing effective supervisory
practices supportive of restructuring. Figure 5.1 shows the fields of
research and theory that have had the most potent influence in Dade
County's restructuring initiatives.

Quality Improvement Theory

Perhaps the most widely recognized set of principles related to the
concept of restructuring has been advanced by W. Edward Deming, in
whose name the most coveted business prize in Japan, if not in the
world, has been designated—the Deming Prize. Deming urges those
committed to improving quality to apply fourteen points to their im-
provement efforts (Walton 1986).
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Figure 5.1

Conceptual Foundations of Dade County Public Schools’
Supervisory Policies and Practices

i Quality
-Economi
s°i',,°e§i‘;‘:ofs'" ¢ Improvement Legislative
\ Principles Mediators

Organization Y o Reflective
Development ~Supervision Practice

Principles within a Quality Principies
Improvemeént and
Organizational
Human ) - '
Motivation Improvement Ac:;u: Leialming
Principles Context rinciples
Cultural and Collective

Structur.l Bargaining

Mediators Mediators
Supervisory Supervisory
Methods Devices
Supervisory
Techniques

An examination of the experience of the Dade County Public
Schools suggests that the values, principles, concepts, and models
embodied in the literature of quality improvement substantially under-
lie many of the successful supervision initiatives launched by the
district in its effort to restructure schools (Ouchi 1982, Peters and
Waterman 1982, Naisbitt and Aburdene 1985, Fitzgerald and Murphy
1982, Byham 1989, Crosby 1979). Figure 5.2 presents Deming’s fourteen
points and suggests how each may be applied to the process of educa-
tional supervision.
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Figure 5.2

Application of Deming's Fourteen Points to Supervision

, Create constancy of
purpose for the
improvement of product
and service.

. Adopt a new philosophy.

. Cease dependence on
mass inspections.

. End the practice of
awarding business on
price tag alone.

. Improve constantly and
forever the system of
production and service.

. Institute job training and
Job retraining.

. Institute leadership.

8. Drive out fear.

Redirect supervision's role from “check-
ing on teachers” to a primary role of
continuaily stimulating research, Innc-
vation, improvement, and developing
strategles for maintaining quality stand-
ards once improvements are instituted.

For all associated with the supervision
process, Inculcate and relnforce a
sense of values devoted to excelience
In workmanship and service.

Shift supervisory attention from inspection
of school system products for defects
and “required re-cycling” to Improve-
ment of the process that Is responsible
for the observed resuits.

Develop long-term reiationships with indi-
viduais and agencles that can supply
the best quallty supervisory support.
Awarding contracts to lowest bidders
too often equates to the lowest quality
of materlals and services’ being avall-
able to support supervision processes.

Management, and ail others involved in
the supervision process. must be dedi-
cated to the search for iImproving qual-
lty. This wiil require a long-term
commitment to supervisory resources,
to promoting the stature and visibliity
of the supervislon process, and to ade-
quately recognizing accompiishments
that 1@ supervisory process yieids.

Provide effective linkage between super-
vision and staff development activity.

Conceptualize the role of supervisors s
facilitators, leaders, heipers, and diag-
nosticlans rather than tellers, checkers,
or putiishers and provide training tolm-
prove supervisors’ skilis in these areas.

Promote parsonal and professional feel-
ings of security among school staff.
Eliminate punishment, retribution, and
other forms of threat, Promote an
open. respactful, and appreciative su-
pervisory environment.
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Figure 5.2—continued
Application of Deming'’s Fourteen Points to Supervision

9. Break down barriers

10.

12.

13.

between staff areas.

Eliminate slogans.
exhortations, and work
force targets.

. Eliminate numerical

quotas.

Remove barriers to pride
of workmanship.

Institute a vigorous
program of education
and retraining (focused
on quality).

. Take action to accomplish

1he transformation.

Resolve interdepartmental, interschool
con,petition. Establish collaborative
and mutually supportive and comple-
mentary goals. Bulld a team approach
to problem solving and quality im-
provement.

Avold “top down” slogans and admoni-
tions. Let these adornments surface
from within grass roots groups if they so
choose. Likewise, performance targets
should be set by these groups.

Avoid tying supervisory judgments of per-
formance to satisfaction of minimal
quotas. Perrormance judgments
should be derived not from numbers
but from quality and effective applica-
tion of sound methods of practice.

Supervisors should strive to ensure that
school personnel have the guidance,
tools, equipment, materials. and sup-
port services required to do an “excel-
lent Job.” The supervisor should be
vigilant of opportunities to remove bar-
riers to these requirements.

All participants In the supervisory process,
including management, must be pro-
vided with the insights and skills re-
quired of a comprehensive quality
improvement effort. For example, edu-
cation and training devotad to quality
improvement concepts and philoso-
phies, team building. statistical proce-
dures. problem solving, and decision
making Is essential.

A well-prepared (representative. experl-
enced, and skilled) supervisory infra-
structure must be forrned to provide
overall direction and support to the sys-
temwide improvement eftort. Long-
range goal satting and action
planning by this participatory group Is
essential.

~1
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Adult Learning Theory

Given that effective supervision is fundamentally a growth-induc-
ing (learning) process, the literature on adult learning is particularly
instructive in terms of how to relate to adults (be they parents, teachers,
or administrators) involved in the process of supervision. Knowles
(1980) provides four assumptious that he maintains should direct the
efforts of those who facilitate adult learning. These assum ptions and
their application to supervision are shown in Figure 5.3.

Figure 5.3

Apgplication of Adult Learning Theory to Supervision

1. Self-concept

2. Expernience

3. Readiness for lecrning

4, Time perspective

Supervisory processes should recognize
adults as autcnomous and self-direct-

Ing.

Adults have rich backgrounds to be
tapped through supervisory processes.
Supervision can elicit Indlviduals” exper-
tise and bring It to bea, In a collective
fashion, on pressing educational issues.

Adults’ readiness for learning is deter-
mined by the unique clrcumstances
they e counter in thelr professional
practice. Supervision must be sensitive
to the actual and perceptual reallty of
ali Involved In the supervisory process.

Aduilts’ Involvement In developmental
activities will vary according to the Im-
mediacy of application of newly ac-
quired ablities and Insights. Adults willl
be committed to supervision that can
yleld desirable results In the near-term
future. Adults must see how sugervisory
inttiatives reiate to their current profes-
slonal lives.

Dade County} evolution of supervisory practices to support re-

structuring has adhered closely to the assumptions asvanced by

Knowles.
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Refiective Practice Theory

Argyris and Schén (1974) suggest that professionals, through inter-
action, create a design for their behavior anid come to hold a theory of
their practice—a theory-in-action. Such a theory includes values, strate-
gies, and underlying assumptions that govern the behavior of profes.
sionals in terms of what they say and do. At ene level, a professional
articulates an “espoused theory” to justify actions or to seek social
acceptability. At anoner level, a professional has a “theory-in-use,”
which is revealed by the poson's overt behavior and which may not be
in Keeping with the individual's espoused theory. Theories-in-use can
be revealed, examined, tested, modified, and replicated only through a
process of refleciicn on one’s practice. Depending on the nature of the
“governing variables” {values} of the theories-in-action, professional
behavior can be sgen as one of two types: Model I or Model 11.

Medel I Behavior. This type of behavior is characterized by striving
to achieve organizational purposes as the individual sees them, maxi-
mizing winning and minimizing losing, minimizing the eliciting of
negative feelings and behaving .ationally with minimal emotionality.
Model I professionals take actions to gain control over aspects of the
environment that they perceive personally affect them and to unilater-
ally protect themselves and others from being hurt. Model I profession-
als and their associates may seern defensive and very narrow in terms
of the range of choices thev envision or are willing to risk undertaking.
Model 1 bel.uvior seldom leads to any public testing of theories-in-use
and often leads professionals to concentrate only on learning and
actions that eliminate pain but that fail to remove the underlying cause
(Schon 1987). Model I behavior does not enable professionals to exam-
ine their practice strategies. Augyris and Schén (1978) refer to this
phenotnenor; as “sin;le-loop learning.”

Model II Behavior. This type of behavior places a premium on
gaining access to valid information, making f 2e and informed choices,
and being committed to constantly evaluating and implementing
choices. Professionals with Model II values focus on acuoiis that ad-
dress causes, not just those that minimize pain. They view their profes-
sional opportunities, eficctiveness, and satisfaction as being jointly
controlied with colleagues. Protection of self and of others is recognized
as u mutual rather than individual responsibility and ~rocess. Model 11
t:chavior is characterized by minimum defensiveness; value en learn-
ing; and high degrees of freedom of choice, commitment, and risk-tak-
ing. Protessionals operating from a Model 11 perspective are receptive
to continually generating hypotheses; examining their values, assum--
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tions, and resultant actions (double-loop learning); and publicly testing
and disclosing their findings (Schon 1987).

The process of restructuring a district is largely one of moving
people’s value orientation—both individual and systemwide—from a
Model I perspective to that of Model II. Supervisory practices must
promote a climate in which it is both safe and encouraged for areas that
were formerly private and off limits to discussion to become public and
subject to discussion. In such a climate, change and improvement
become more highly prized than constancy and predictability; and
s ~gle-loop learning gives way to double-loop learning. Obviously, these
shifts in orientation are not accomplished easily.

Human Motivation Theory

The field of human motivation is instructive to those interested in
transforming traditional supervisory processes. Three of the most note-
worthy—by H-rzberg and Associates (1959), McClelland (1941), and
Vroom(1964)—are reviewed here.

Herzberg and his associates (1959) would have modern supervision
processes attend to both the “motivation and hygiene needs” of persons
associated with the syster. Motivation needs are concerned directly
with the job of schools, whereas hygiene needs focus on surrounding
circumstances. Translated to the process of supervision, motivation
needs include gaining a sense of achievement, advancing professionally
in terms of competence and career, being recognized for achievernent,
retaining control over decisions affecting one's professional practice,
and being engaged in meaningful and interesting work. Hygiene niceds
include comfortable and appropriate working conditions, satisfying
interpersonal relations, high-quality supervision, and supportive and
appropriately formulated policies. Districts undergoing restructuring
should be certain to address both miotivation and hygiene needs wher-
ever possible in the supervisory process.

Like Herzberg, McClelland (1961) believes that supervision should
provide opportunities for involved participants to meet their needs for
achieverent. In addition, he has called attention to needs for power
ard nceds for affiliation. Empo-vering of persons in school improve-
ment projects musi be a major consideration of restructuring. Partici-
pants must both sense the new power they have and gain satisfaction
from it. Affiliation needs can be addressed through supervisory mecha-
nisms that he'p participants not oily tv interact with others but aiso to
develop a sense of group identification, shared intercsts, mutual sup-
port, and common goals and values. Unless districts are careful to
attend to the essence of affiliation, they may find the affiliation struc-
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tures they initiate (e.g., quality circles) to be inetfective, dysfunctional,
or even harmful to school improvement efforts.

Victor Vroom’s research and theory (1964) suggests that partici-
pants in the supervisory process will be motivated as a function of
“valence” aii “expectancy.” Valence refers to the degree of positive
affect participants in the supervision process hold for schocl improve-
ment initiatives. Expectancy refers to the degree of confidence partici-
pants have that their efforts will vield desired consequences. if districts
effectively address individuais’ needs, participants in the supervisory
process will likely have a positive attitude toward the school improve-
ment agenda and will be confident of their ability 1o bring its goals to
fruition (Owens 1991).

Organization Development Theory

Concepts, princinles, and lessons learned from organization devel .
opment (CD) research and theory ave in keeping with the supervisory
implications derived from the literature ceviewed thus far. Districts
successful in implementing and diffusing supervisory innovations are
characierized by a problem-solving orientation and by an internal
impetus o change. Furthetrimore, flexibility and adaptability to local
circumstances are conducive to adopiing ininovations, whereas rigidity
and control are not. Continiious planning and evaluation, ongoing
oupwrtinities {or learning that flow from participants’ needs, ready
access 1o technical and consultative services, an ougoing and internally
directed search for solutions, and overt support and recognition by key
leaders are essential factors in achieving long-term change in schosls,
As snown in Figure 5.4, Owens {1991} presents ten conceprs that
characterize a successful 0D process. Supervisory practices in Dade
County are consistent witin Owens’ fermulations.

Exemplary Supervisory Practices

The oreceding research and theoretical fouadations substantially
underziyd supervision in Dade County. The sixteen programs and prac-
tices shown in Figure 5.5 iilustrate the district s perspective on supervi-
SUIY practices tnat support restructuring,
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Figure 5.4

Application of Organization Deveiopment (OD)
Processes fo Supervisior

1. The goals of OD

2. Self-renewal
3, A syst.ms approach

4. FocLs on people

5. An educational strategy

6 ieaming through
experience

7. Degling with real problems

8. A planned strategv

@ Change agent

10. 'nvolvement of top-level
administration

Supervisory processes should contribute to
generaticn and evolution of school In1-
provement goals and to communicaticn,
understanding. and widespread adopton
of them.

Supervision must develop the district’s inter-
nal capacity for improvement.

Supervision rnust concentiate on generating
changes in all aspects of the sysiem.

Supervisory actions must be based on the re-
quirerments of people in the Jystem-—the
system’s grecter: isource. "People issues”
need ‘o be aad: »sed before task, struc-
ture. and fechnology issues.

Supervision should foster participants’ growth
and be sansitive to leaming needs, styles.
and resources. Inservice programs should
concuriantly address particlpants’ needs
and school improvement 4odls.

Supervision miust promote leaming opportuni-
tizs that are integrally related to job per-
formance. including on-the-job training.
experimentation, mentoring, action re-
search, coaching. performance analysis
feadback, team iearming, and reflective
practice discussions.

Supervision rmust help participants identify
and assign prioritles to irnprovement oppor-
tunities.

Supervision shotild be driven by declared
goals and by a design for achieving the
goals. Plans must be sensitive to the "cus-
tomers” of the supervisory initiativas.

Those giving guidance te: the supervisory
process must be carefully selected. These
agents need to be viewe« by participants
in the systern as credihle und competent.

Supervision must ensure thet adm* vistrators of
the district and bargain:. i units are ac-
tively involved. Passive enuorsement is not
sufficient. Leaders must be visible in the su-
pervisory process, participate in it, ard
demonstrate an ongoing cornmitment to
restricturing. Actions being asked of peo-
ple at lowsr iveis Qlso should te pursued
by those at higher organizational levels.
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Figure 8.5
Dade County Supervisory Practices

Major Initictives

¢ School Based Managerent and Shared Decision Making
¢ Satellite Learning Centars

¢ Dade Academy for the Teaching Arts

¢ Quality instruction Incantives Program

New Cirections

s Landmark Teachers’ Contract

s Shared Declsion Mcking in Feeder Patterns
» Feader Pattern Councils

¢ Leqd Principails

¢ Feedar Pattern Technical Assistance

New Roles for Teachers

o Principal/Assistant Principai Selection
s Facilities Planning
¢ Lea 1eachers, Tecicher-Directors/Coordinators

Professional Development

e Teqacher Education Cente!

¢ Taucher Peer Intervention and Assistance
¢ Lecdership Experience Opportunities

o Administrators” Professionalization

Major Initiat:ves

Though the seeds of professionalization in Dade County were
planted in the . .y 1970s, visiouary development and growth of the
program took hold in 1986. The four initiatives described here focu - on
decentralization of the school system to improve the quality of instruc-
tion. These initiatives range from work-site decision making to schools
at the work place.

»BM/SDM. The centerpiece of reform in the Nade County ralilic
Schools is s:hool based management/shared decision making
(SBM/SDM). Approved in principle by the school board in April 1987,
SBM/SDM represents a ftundamental restiucturing of the processes and
practices of educeional governance. As ¢ ~eived and implerented in
Dade County, SBM/SDM decentralizes decision making ana devolves
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responsibility to school sites within an explicit framework of both
autonomy and responsibility. It is intended to enhance the leadership
of school-site administrators and promote the empowerment of teach-
ers so as to make the school a more satisfying work place and productive
learning environment. This school-level, “bottom-up” strategy thus
makes the school, rather than the district as a whole, the focus of change
and the point of intervention for organizational renewal.

Satellite Learning Centers. In addition to school based management,
the professionalization of education in Dade County encompassed
numerous related initiatives. A satellite learning center is operated by
Dade County Public Schools in a facility constructcd znd paid for by a
host corporation. The first such center in the United States opened in
1987 to serve the kindergarten-age children of employees of American
Bankers Insurance Group's corporate headquarters in Miami. The
program quickly expanded to grade 1, and in 1989 to grade 2.

Since then, two more satellite learning centers have opened: one at
Miami International Airport for the children of airport employees; the
other at Miami-Dade Community College (North Campus) for children
of employees, as well as for students who attend the college. In addition,
several new agreements with companies .hroughout Dade County are
now being developed. Interested employers range from hospitals and
banks to an industt.al park complex of more than 50 private-sector
firr.s, which has expressed interest in constructing an entire satellite
learning school for children of their employees.

A lead teacher is in charge at each satellite learning center and
works with the principal of a nearby (host) school. Childrena the center
participate in school assemblies and other activities with students at
the host school.

For the school system, the satellite helps ease transportation costs
and overcrowding whiie improving student integration by refle~ting the
commonly heterogeneous population of parents’ work environn.ents.
Italsoencourages ‘tercommunication between pareat: and teachers.
Fo employees, sacellites alleviate many challenges working parents
face, such as transporting children to school, having time to become
more involved in school activities, and spending more quality time with
their children. Employers have already documented a substantial de-
cline in absenteeism, tardiness, and the turnover rate among parents
whose children are enrolled in these centers. Satellite learning centers
represent the ultimate business-school partnership, fostering teacher
empowerment and providing numerous benefits for taxpayers, busi-
nesses, schools, parents, and clildren.
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The Dade Academy for the Teaching Arts (DATA). This nine-week
program of seminars and clinics is designed to provide secondary
school teachers with time to conduct research projects, develop creative
ieaching plans, and trade instructional strategies. One of DATAs un-
usual characteristics is that the program is planned and operated
exclusively by teachers for teachers. The employee responsible for the
DATA project is not an administrator, but a teacher-director. The
teacher-director concept, which also is used in the Teacher Education
Center, is being continued and expanaed. Ten “resident” teachers in six
disciplines (mathematics, social studies, learning disabilities, foreign
language, English, and science) act as mentors tc seventy colleagues
(externs) during the year.

Quality Instruction Incentives Program (QUIIP). This voluntary
awards program provides financial incentives to individual schools that
compete for and receive meritorious status. Tobecome a “metit school,”
a school must show a dramatic improvementin its students’ intellectual
and physical development. A smaller number of “educational excel-
lence” schools are selected from the “merit school” list, and a final list
of “E” schools demonstrate the most outstanding projects in the district
for imp~oving student achievement. What makes this program distinc-
tive is its cooperative development and focus on student achievement.
Dade County Public Schools and the United Teachers of Dade success-
fully negotiated the QUIIP program for inclusion in the teachers’ con-
tract. That, in itself, was a national first.

New Directions

The current teachers’ contract builds on ptofessionalization cfforts
initiated in prior years, while continuing to move toward school em-
nowerment throughout the district. Pilot programs include steps to
strearnline middle management, at both area and district levels. Central
to the district’s restructuring efforts are the decentralizatior. of decision
mauking to individual feeder pattern, schools, and classrooms and com-
pletion of a comprehensive proiile for identifving school improvement
needs. This profile is being couperatively developed, along with a plan
for implementing recommended strategies for turning around particu-
larly difficult schools.

Landmark Teachers’ Contract. Committed to teacher empowerment,
the district is determined to make teaching the profession it deserves
to be. Attracting and retaining the best teachers continue to be high
priorities, because excellent teachers are critical component:, tor qual-
ity educational programs and outstanding student achievement. Hailed
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as progressive, far-reaching, and precedent-setting by the inedia and
educ..rors across the country, the new pact includes an entire article on
Professicnalization of Teaching. Contract highlights include:

1. Teache: involvement in planning/designing new educational
facilities, and in the selection and, at certain schools, assessmeiit of
principals and assistant principals.

2. Continuation and expansion of SBM/SDM.

3. Development of a pilot Career Achievement (Career Ladder)
Program for Teuchers, based on superior performance, professional
growth and development, and economic incentives.

Shared Decision Making Extended to Entire Feeder Pattern. In an
effort to further reduce bureaucracy and increase broad-based repre-
sentation in decision making at the school level, an entire geographic
area of schools and their administration have been organizationally
restructured. The pilot organizational structure includes fewer middle-
management positions and the reassignment of area personnel to feeder
patterns. It also comprises new governing bodies and leaders for each
of the six feeder patterns in the area.

Feeder Pattern Conncils. Feeder patterns refer to geographic school
enrollment patterns in which students are generally placed in appropri-
ate-level schools, based on where they live.

The primary purpose in establishing Feeder Pattern Councils is to
enhance networking and strategic planning among schools in the same
feeder pattern. Each council developsand uses a shared-decision-mak-
ing model for identifying issues of mutual concern, such as educational
goals, programs, and strategies. Under district guidelines, broad school
and community representation is ensured in each council. Participants
include a lead principal, other principals, area and central office tech-
nical assistance advisors, teachers from each grade level, and PTA/FTSA
members. Also included are the chair of the Feeder Pattern Advisory
Committee, an arca business/community member, and a student from
the feeder pattern high school.

Lead Principals. Te effectively coordinate the feeder pattern coun-
cils and to assist their ¢ leagues ihroughout the feeder pattern, the new
role of lead principal has been initiated. These high-performing princi-
pals carry out a number of major responsibilities outside their own
schools, including:

o Coordinating planning, problem-solving, inservice training, and
other tecknical training assistance.

o Identifying and developing a network of community support.
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¢ Planning and implementing a peer supervision and evalvation
system for principals.

¢ Designing utrategies to achieve and maintain faculty and student
desegregation.

Feeder Pattern Technical Assistance and Support Model. Another
program designed to further decentralize district and area administra-
tion and, at the same time, increase resources to schools and feeder
patterns, is the Feeder Pattern Technical Assistance and Support Model.
Initiated in 1988-89, this pilot is intended to improve the delivery of
instruction at each school.

Technical assistance and support teams, composed of district and
area office administrators with expertise in elementary and secondary
education, vocational programs, student services, alternative educa-
tion, and curriculum design, have been assigned to the Feeder Pattern
Council or lead principal for cach of the school system’s twenty-four
feeder patterns. Team members serve as primary contacts for each
scnool in their feeder pattern in dealing with issues related to their
specialty area.

New Roles for Teachers

One of the central issues in professionalizationis attracting the best
and brightest candidates into teaching. The continued professional
emphasis in Dade County encourages outstanding teachers to stay in
the classroom while enhancing their own career goals, as well as those
of their peers.

Principal and Assistant Principal Selection. Programmatic and
philosophical continuity are key components in the operation of any
school. The promotion or retirement of a principal or assistant principal
can dramatically affect a faculty’s performance. As part of the collective
bargaining agreement, teachers are now permanent members of
school-site administrator selection teams. When a vacancy occurs for
a Dade County principal or assistant principal, two teachers from the
affected school are elected to sit with appropriate district and regional
administrators to interview and hire the new administrator.

Facilities Planning. Teachers now also play a critical role in planning
the future instructional use of school buildings in Dade County by
participating on structural design committees for new and existing
schools. Drawn from a pool of teachers that crosses all academic
disciplines and grade levels, teacher appointees are involved in the
review of various design stages of school construction. The rnost impor-
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tant innovation in this area is inclusion of teacher input in the prelimi-
nary design stage.

The effect of this provision takes on added significance in Dade
County because of the 1988 passage of a record-setting $980 million
school bond referendum. That money is being used to construct 49 new
schools and to renovate the 259 schools already on line. Less than a year
old in practice, teacher input already has dramatically changed several
school efficiency and safety features, resulting in important modifica-
tions of school facilities, work areas, placement of science and horr
economics laboratories, and other pertinent considerations.

Lead Teachers, Teacher-Directors, and Teacher-Coordinators. New
personnel classifications are a growing part of the Dade County land-
scape. In the county's satellite learning centers, schools at the work
place, lead teachers now supervise the program’s operation in coopera-
tion with their host school’s principal.

A new position of teacher-coordinator has been established for
programs of districtwide s:ope. The first teacher-csordinator is super-
vising the Future Educators of America chapter program. All secondary
schools in the district and nearly all elementary schools have estab-
lished Future Educators of America chapters. Teacher-directors also
remain part of the teachers’ bargaining unit. They assume ceven more
responsibility than do lead teachers by working under a county-level
administrator and being exclusively responsible for the programs they
direct, including the Teacher Education Center and the Dade Academy
for the Teaching Arts.

Professional Development

Many programs in Dade County's professionalization movement
are designed to help teachers reach higher levels of excellence and
ultimately to help students gain a superior educatio.. Several profes-
sional development initiatives focus on these goals.

Teacher Education Center. The district’s Teacher Education Center
(TEC) is governed by a council composed of teachers and administra-
tors and administered by a teacher-director. The TEC provides the most
recent research-based techniques in teaching, helping teachers to grow
professionally and renew their certificates. A very special project falling
under the auspices of the TEC is the Educational Research and Dissemi-
nation program, which trains teachers how to use research data intheir
instructional program. A unique aspect of this project is the involve-
ment of the American Federation of Teachers (AFT). AFT provides such
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teacher training in collaboration with the union’s local affiliate and the
school district.

Teacher Peer Intervention and Assistance. The involvement of indi-
viduals in setting standards for their own performance is another
touchstone of professionalism. In Dade County, the school system and
the teachers’ union cooperatively developed a diagnostic, prescriptive
assessment process, which has been in place since 1982-83. Called the
Teacher Assessment and Development System (TADS), it has paved the
way for greater involvement in peer evaluation procedures, viewed to
be essential in a professionalized environment.

Leadership Experience Opportunities (LEOs). Although opportuni-
ties for expanding professional horizons are increasing fo- classroom
teachers, hiring qualified administrators remains an essential ingredi-
ent to the success of Dade’s professionalization movement. Encourag-
ing teachers to become administrators is yet another component in
Dade’s educational reformation process. The Leadership Experience
Opportunities program for Teachers (LEO-T) provides qualified teach-
ers a semester of administrative training experiences at each of two
schools in the district.

Administrators’ Professionalization. As the district pursues restruc-
turing of education and teacher empowerment through the Profession-
alization of Teaching Task Force, a corollary group, the Administrators’
Professional Development Committee (APDC), examines issues and
makes recommendations regarding the professional development and
evolving roles of school-site, area, and central-office administrators.
APDC initiatives already underway include professional development
programs and incentives, carcer ladder models, and more equitable
managerial classification and compensation. Professional growth is
provided through a number of leadership opportunities and intern-
ships, such as Leadership Experience Opportunities (LEO) programs,
which provide professional development experiences for high-per-
forming leaders—principals, assistant principals, and area and
district administrators.

The district also offers Associate Executive Training Programs to
prepare qualified principal and assistant principal candidates, as well
as a Management Academy, which offers an eatensive array of admin-
istrative professional development seminars and workshops.

Classifying and compensating all Dade principals at the same
executive level (a national “first”) supports the research on “effective
schools,” which shows that the sin :le most important ingredient for an
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effective school is the able and visionary leadership of an effective
principal.

% % %

School restructuring in Dade County is centered on schoo: based
management/shared decision making and on the professionalization of
teaching The intent is to achieve a fundamental and pervasive change
in school structure and organizationand a concomitant transformation
in the institutional culture of schools. Supervision in Dade County has
seen a fundamental transformation of the institutional culture of
schools—and in the roles, relationships, and interactions of individuals
within them.

Though the array of programs and policies may seem overwhelm-
ing or bewildering, Dade County’s supervisory structurc is built on
sound theory and practice in many fields related to management and
education. As stated earlier, one of the most influential of these forces
was the recent emphasis on quality improvement in industry, both in
the United States and in other countries. As a result of school restruc-
turing in Dade County, empowered professional educators are finding
schools to be more satisfying work places and more productive learning
environments for children.
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Peer Assistance in a Small
Disirict: Windham
Southeast, vermont

Susan James, Daniel Heller, and William Ellis

or the past ten years, our school district, the Windham Southeast

Supervisory Union (WSESU), has been attempting to improve our
supervision and evaluation practices. We devoted considerable time to
Madeline Hunter’s model of supervision and her research on teaching
and learning. We also studied various models of suminative evaluation.
During the past five years, administrators frequently discussed super-
vision and evaluation and attended conferences on the subject.

Out of these discussions came a sincere dedication by all adminis-
trators to create cffective procedures in supervision and evaluation.
This unusual climate of receptivity and motivation, which was shared
by all administrators, was viewed as a rare opportunity for the district.
Central office administrators made it possible for a committee of
teachers and administrators to collaborate on an assessment of district
procedures in supervision and evaluation and on a pilot project in peer
supervision.

This chapter describes two district projects that operated inde-
pendently of each other for some time. First, the supervisory union high
school English Department’s Peer Assistance project, an approach to
peer supervision, was developed over a two-year period by local teach-
ers. Second, the Staff Support Group. a joint teacher/administrator
committee discussing evaluation and supervision, met for several
months and then adopted Peer Assistance as a district pilot project for
the following school vear. Peer Assistance became an official district
program in 1989, and voluntary participation has grown. It has evolved
into a redesign of the district’s model for evaluation and supervision.
Though ours is a small district, we believe our efforts can be instructive
to others in similar situations and with similar needs.
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Our district, the WSESU, is located in the southeastern corner of
Vermont. The five small towns comprising the supervisory union have
a combined population of 19,850. The WSESU includes elementary
districts in the towns of Brattleboro, Dummerston, Putney, Vernon, and
Guilford; a middle school for 7th and 8th graders; and a uniun high
school.

A total of 3,200 students are served by the WSESU District. There
are 285 certified teachers, 200 classified staff members, and 25 admin-
istrators. Six independent school district boards and one supervisory
union board go vern the five town elementary schools, the middle school
and the high school district, and the supervisory union. The next section
describes the peer assistance program that began at the high school.

A Grass Roots Effort from the
English Department

Each spring, at the last meeting of the Brattleboro Union High
School English Department, staff members set a theme for the following
school year. In June 1986, we decided that evaluation and supervision
were long overdue as subjects for our investigation.

When the year began the following September, we embarked on
what was to become a major project in teacher empowerment and
professional growth. Immediately we differentiated between supervi-
sion, a process of professionai growth, and evaluaticn, a process of
judging competence for employment status decisions. We knew that we
needed more supervision. Our department <onsisted of sixteen teachers
and one department head. The department head was responsible for
evaluation, budget, program development, curriculum, and schedul-
ing—along with supervision. He also taught two classes. Gbviously,
through no fault of his owr, the time available for substantive, clinical
supervision was minimal.

A department member suggested that we might observe each other
teach as a means of mutual aid. The idea of peer supervision was born.
The idea intrigued all of us. Weren't we trained professionals? Couldn’t
we learn from each other? Did we not have the necessary expertise to
help each other with professional issues? We could be a department of
sixteen supervisors. All was not that simple, however.

Peer supervision placed all of us in new roles. How did the depart-
ment head fitinto this project? There were contlicts over this issue from
the start, but I am happy to say that we did resolve them. We reasoned
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that if supervision were to be a purely helpful, growth-oriented process,
then its purpose would be compromised by the involvement of an
evaluator. The department head was not a peer of other English teachers,
There seemed to be an inherent contradiction in going to one’s evaluator
with a problem such as lack of classroom controt. Wouldn't going to
another teacher be more comfortable? Furthermore, aren't teachers
qualified to deal with and solve their own problems? On the other hand,
the department head had to be intimately involved in the project. Who
was going to get us the time, money, substitutes, and support services to
allow the experiment to work? This was a difficult new role for the
department head: active support without direct involvement.

The new roles for teachers were equally uncomfortable. What
should we do when we entered each other’s classroom? Who were we
to pass judgment on our peers? Who should observe whom? How does
one do an observation? How should the observation be reported? Many
of us feared being observed.

Despite the fears, we decided that we would all try peer observations
at least once as observer and once as observee. The department sct a
date by which these observations should take place, and the department
head provided some substitute support to free us from classes. After
this first round, we came together as a full department to discuss what
had happened. T iere was nearly universal enthusiasm for the idea of
peer supervision

We learned some practical lessons from our first experiences. Two
stand out:

o Department members decided to form groups, thus re lucing the
logistical nightmare we had created. With the teachers in a group, we
had a clearer picture of whom we were working with. Members of a
group could cover classes for each other to allow cne teacher time to
observe another. A sensc of closeness and commitment grew within
grouys because of their natural intimacy.

» A simple structure emerged that greatly facilitated our ctorts.
Each observation included a preconference and a post-conference. The
preconference established the practical points of time and place, but
more important, the what and why of the observation. At this confer-
ence, teachers would decide on the purpose and method of the obser-
vation. The post-conference ensured that soinething would happen as
a result of the observation.

At this point, we were proceeding well. We had climinated the
possibility of evaluation from our peer supervision project, thus main-
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taining it as a process of professional guidance, help, and growth. We
had imposed a nonrestrictive structure that allowed tremendous crea-
tivity and flexibility within the project. We nceded leadership. Because
of the conflicts mentioned earlier, we did not want the department head
to run the program. Part of what made the project particularly valuable
to us was its grass roots nature and teacher ownership. This provided
focus and organization. Someone could now run meetings, collate
efforts, and organize the project in general.

Other problems emerged, however, that were not so simply re-
solved. Peer supervision, especially with three-part observation cycles,
takes time. Time usually means money-—we essentially had neither. We
needed to develop the leadership aspect of the project while not offend-
ing the official administration of the school. We were walking a fine line
here; needing administrative support but fearing administrative con-
trol. Role conflict continued. The question of voluntarism emerged.
Some of 1, in our enthusiasm, wanted to insist that all department
members participate; but we learned that the nonevaluative nature of
the program demanded that participants be volunteers. You cannot
force someone to give or take help.

We needed training in observation and conference techniques. In
keeping with our philosophy of teacher ownership and professionalism,
we largely trained ourselves. Department members would read, experi-
ment, or go to workshops and then share their new knowledge with
others. The money finally came, after much cffort, from district special
project funds and local industry. The time came from a noninstructional
paraprofessional financed with these funds. Teachers could sign up for
the paraprofessional to cover noninstructional duties suchas study hall.
Thus, we traded nonprofessional time for professional time.

Other issues included confidentiality and documentation. Because
we were nonevaluative in nature, we agreed that all peer observations
were strictly confidential, the business only of those teachers involved.
The observed teacher had the prerogative to disclose the facts of the
observation. All this helped to encourage participation and experimen-
tation. Documentation was trickier. Several teachers were loath to have
anything committed to writing. The group decided to leave the issue
and method of documentation to the discretion of individual partici-
pants. However, we still had to document our efforts if we were to sell
the prozram to the school board. We did this through statistical ques-
tionnaires, videotapes of the process at work, and personal anecdotal
records written for publication.
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The program grew in scope as it fed teacher empowermment. We
were seeking control of our own professional growth. English Depart-
ment members were conducting inservice programs for other depart-
ments, other school systems, and national conferences. We began to
realize our potential as professionals. The program developed our
selt-esteem and a sense of personal worth and importance. Cycles of
observation led to long-term professional and personal relationships.
People who hardly knew one another were becoming close colleagues.
We began to perceive our English programs as a continuum. Middle
school teachers were working closely with senior high teachers. Cross-
discipline v -k also began to emerge.

Having avoided too rigid a system for obscrvation paid off. The
program naturai’’ expanded into other forms. Teachers served as guest
lecturers for ea:a 2 %er. We conducted some research projects. There
were incidents r: «.am teaching and teachers’ exchanging teaching
assignments from time to time. We were having the time of our lives
and expanding our talents at the same time. Teachers exchanged mate-
rials as well as advice. Some classes shared literature experiences by
writing to each other. The program was limited only by our imagina-
tions. Peer supervision 1s fun.

There were any number of reasons why the program worked. I think
the most important was the sense of teacher ownership and control. We
were working for ourselves. We were helping cach other because we
wanted to. Our professional expertise was validated cach time one
colleague asked another for assistance. We were filling the need for
supervision that the system’s design would not permiit. We had no desire
to take anyone’s job. The department head could do as much supervi-
sion as he could find time for, but we were going to supplement those
cfforts with cfforts of our own. Our success led to a condition of
continuous inservice when the program was working at its best. At any
given time, about 20 percent of the teachers were taking a course,
reading some professional publication, or participating in a workshop.
Through peer supervision, we were more often in positiors to share our
expanding knowledge with cach other.

The system as we conceived it was devoid of threat. The observed
teacher invited the observer. There was no possibility of evalvation. All
observations were strictlv confidential; the process was based on trust
and encouraged risk taking, for without risk there is no growth. Col-
leagues developed new concern and respect for each other. We were
developing a learning community. Students saw us going in and out of
cach other’s classrooms, learning from each other, and not being alraid
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to ask for help or give it. In one project involving students {from different
classes who worked with each other, several students remarked that
they found asking their peers for help was easier than asking the
teachers. This was our point exactly.

The primary purpose of peer supervision is to maximize one’s
expertise vy sharing it with others. Peer supervic un breathes life into
a school system. It makes professionals. It is exciting. It works.

The next section outlines the development of peer assistance
throughout the district.

Instructional Improvement Through
the Years: A Collaborative Approach

1087-88 School Year

In 1987, administrators were increasingly frustrated with their
inability to provide effective supervision to teachers because evaluation,
which rarely improves instruction, consumed so much time that little
was left for productive supervision. In addition, the hierarchical rela-
tionship between evaluator and teacher understandably created defen-
sive barriers between the two people. It was difficult to take risks with
a supervisor who was also the evaluator. Change requires risk and
struggle before it occurs.

A committee of eighteen interested volunteers formed the Staff
Support Group {SSG). Although initiated by administrators, the group
was not to be dominated by them. The SSG membership was half
teachers and half administrators. The Assistant Superintendent of
Schools facilitated the meetings until February 1988, when the SSG
work required considerable time outside of meetings. The SSG then
clected a new chair from their ranks.

The purpose of the SSG was to find an effective and nonthreatening
process to help teachers impiove their professional performance. The
group hoped to separate supervision from evaluation so that research,
exploration, and risk taking could flourish. Thev also wanted to assist
administrators focus more time on those teachers who desired and
needed assistance from them.

The SSG miet once a month. We wanted to meet when we were free
to work trr two hours or longer without other pressures or interrup-
tions. The district paid for half-day substitutes for the teachers. We
began in October 1987 and soon realized this was a long-range project
requiring considerable commitment. Consistent attendance was a
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problem for half the year, but lessened as the year progressed and the
SSG gained momentum and direction.

Our major challenges were to overcome communication and trust
barriers and to persevere unti! we found a clear direction. The SSG was
a diverse group of administrators and teachers from elementary and
secondary schools, general and specialized teaching disciplines, and
special education and Chapter 1. Many had not worked tcgether before.
This diversity fueled considerable discussion. It was necessary to bring
all members to the same level of kriowledge to develop productive
working relationships. We needed common definitions and a shared
purpose, both of which take time and tolerance to develop.

The SSG devoted the fall meetings to discussing and defining
supervision and evaluation and surveying all district employees. We
asked employees to tell us how they were evaluated and supervised, to
assess the strengths and weaknesses of these processes, and to provide
suggestions for irnprovement.

In January 1988, an SSG subcommittee tabulated results of the
survey. Responses indicated that district employces were dissatisfied
with the time and depth devoted to the supervision and evaluation they
were receiving. There was a variety of suggestions to provide profes-
sional assistance in ways other than traditional evaluation and super-
vision models. Most of these ideas were based on peers’ helping each
other. The most frequent suggestion was for the committec to provide
information and opportunity to learn about the Peer Assistance pro-
gram being conducted by the English Department in our district high
school.

Our meetings in January and February of 19838 concentrated on
educating ourselves about supervision and evaluation issues of interest
to the SSG and the district staff. We read many articles and shared
information. (Scc the Bibliography for a list of useful resources.)

We then discussed our district’s process for evaluation and super-
vision, examining sirengths and weaknesses with increased knowledge
about alternatives and the beliefs of other district employees. We
explored models that separated evaluation and supervision, and we
brainstormed possibilities. This was a difficult time for the SSG, be-
cause a clear direction was still not obvious. The more we learned, the
more overwhelming this challenge became—despite our clear dedica-
tion to succeed.

Evaluation is charged with emotional overtones and produces
tension and defensive behavior, especially in a committee of teachers
and administrators. There were disagreements, misunderstandings,
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and frustrations as we struggled to communicate with each other. We
learned the importance of separating evaluation and supervision, and
of concentrating on only one of these at a titne. Gradually the SSG began
to Jevelop trust, communicate effectively, and clarify its purpose.

At the end of March, Carl Clickman presented a two-day workshop
in our district on supervision and evaluation, attended by forty district
employees including administrators, teachers, counselors, and para-
professionals. Participants worked in small groups and wrote ten Action
Plans aimed at improving supervision in the district; some plans also
included evaluation.

The workshop proved to be pivotal for the SSG. In April, we
reviewed the ten Action Plans. Many paralleled our work, but many of
these plans gave us new ideas for improving supervision. Most helpful
was the variety of ways the workshop organized the implementation of
participants’ goals. This structure helped us clarify our plan and gave
us confidence in our previous ideas. We decided to conduct a district-
wide pilot project on Peer Assistance during the 1988-89 school year.
This project was based on the peer supervision project of our secondary
English Department, discussed earlier.

In the spring of 1988, the SSG wrote an Action Plan. Our decision
to put evaluation aside until the project was completed allowed us to
focus on one pressing need expressed by all employees: peer supervi-
sion. Key teachers in the English Department’s Peer Assistance program
were invited to become members of the SSG and help us specify our
Action Plan. This plan is summarized as follows:

e Goal: To establish a supervisory process for all staff members in
the district, which will encourage both professional growth and en-
hance learning.

e Definitions: Supervision = anonevaluative process for the purpose
of improving instruction; generally, it is an ongoing process occuiring
every year. Evaluation = rvofessional judgment on a staif member's
competence for the purpose of determining job status.

e Mission Statement: We believe a supervision process leads to
pr~“essional growth and enhances learning. Staff members will use the
expertise of their colleagues and the services of the community. We
believe that gr- 'th occurs by taking risks within a supportive, profes-
sional network. The supervision process is collaborative but not
evaluative.

The timeline of the Action Plan ran from May 1988 to August 1989.
It specificd communication with district employees through writing
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and oral presentatiors, training, project completion, SSG recommen-
dations, and initiation of study of evaluation procedures.

1988-89 School Year

The beginning of the 1988--89 school year was devoted to education
and motivation of district employees regarding the Peer Assistance pilot
project.

On August 31, all teachers met in the high school audito:.um for
various presentations. One of these was by an active member of the
English Department’s Peer Assistance program. She spoke to the teach-
ers about Peer Assistance, describing what it is, how it works, why it
works, and why the English teachers were so excited about it.

On September 2, the SSG sent a short memo to all principals and
department heads, telling them that an SSG member would be asking
them for time to discuss the pilot project with teackers and paraprofes-
sionals. Also in the memo was information concerning the administra-
tors’ role in the Peer Assistance pilot project. Administrators could also
consider volunteering; Peer Assistance is not limited to teaching behav-
iors. Administtion support would be needed in helping project par-
ticipants find tune and class coverage to carry out the project.

Administrators were also told that they would not be directly
involved in the work of volunteer pairs, unless a pair requested it.
Administrators would still be responsible for evaluation of teachers,
which may also include supervision by the administrator. This would
be completely separate from the Peer Assistance pilot project. There
was clear support from all administrators.

The SSG then divided the district’s schools and departments among
its members and gave additional short, informal presentations to small
groups during September.

The presentations included a list of responsibilities for volunteers
working in pairs. These included:

« Attend fall training and follow-up workshop.

e Write an Action Plan during training.

« Complete at least one full clinical supervision cycle.

e Read Techniques in the Clinical Supervision of Teachers, by Keith
Acheson and Meredith Gall (New York: Longman, 1987).

e Participate in project evaluation.

Soon after the presentations, the 8SG collected names of volunteers
for the pilot project. There were 100 volunteers, one-third of our
teaching staff, representing every school in the district. Though we were
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excited so many had volunteered, we would have to make some adjust-
ments to our Action Plan. Because the district did not have enough
money or substitute teachers to hold the training during school hours,
training was held from 4 to 9 p.m. at school expense. An additional
training session was held for those who could not attend the first
sessicw. Training was conducted by an English teacher, who was an
active Peer Assistant participant.

The majority of those trained were teachers, but administrators,
counselors, and paraprofessionals also participated. Communication
and collaboration were begun not only between close colleagues, but
also between some who worked in different buildings and with differing
content and age groups.

Short presentations on the pilot project on Peer Assistance were
given to the districtwide school board by the assistant superintendent
and the SSG chair. School board members offered support and interest.

In January 1989, we held a two-hour workshop for Peer Assistance
project voluntcers. In preparation for the works!.op, volunteers com-
pleted a questionnaire soliciting their desires for the workshop content
and asking them what problems and successes they were experiencing
as Peer Assistance participants. In the workshop, small groups shared
specific activities that worked well and problems they were experienc-
ing. Some suggestions emerged for solutions for these difficulties. The
major problem Peer Assistance participants encountered was finding
the time. This was also a problem for the project organizers. There was
never time to conduct support groups for project volunteers in the
individual schools. These small groups would have helped uncertain
volunteers solve problems and share ideas.

In March, when the pilot project ended, a summary questionnaire
was sent to everyone who attended the Peer Assistance training in the
fall. The questionnaire results were as follows:

e About hali of those who r e¢ived Peer Assistance training com-
pleted the entire project.

e All the volunteers believed the pre- and post-observation confer-
ences were valuable for focusing observation and providing specific
strategies for the observed volunteer.

e In addition to clinical supervision cycles, Peer Assistance volun-
teers attended other workshops, team taught, collaborated on curricu-
lum and specific students, shared professional literature, and visited
teachers outside their team.

e All participants said Pecr Assistance was an excellent means of
clarifying and solving problems and increasing collaboration and com-
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munication between colleagues. All said they would like to continue
their involvement.

In early spring 1989, the SSG evaluated thesz results and designed
a plan for expansion of Peer Assistance in the next school year, 1989-90.
There was o money available to hire a district Peer Assistance coordi-
nator, even part time. The committee members believed it important
to move the Peer Assistance coordinati n from the district level to each
school and department. In each school and department, Peer Assistance
volunteers would form a committee to share knowledge and to encour-
age participants. The committee would select a leader to coordinate
activities they chose to undertake.

Each Peer Assistance leader would be part of a district Peer Assis-
tance Steering Committee, with the purpose of keeping Peer Assistance
active and facilitating communication between schools and depart-
ments. In May 1989, representative Peer Assistance volunteers from
each building or department, along with the SSG chair, met to review
and refine recommendations of the SSG for expansion of the Peer
Assistance project. The Peer Assistance representatives decided to meet
again in early September to get the Peer Assistance Committees started
and to arrange training sessions for new participants. The SSG chair
would then let the district and school Peer Assistance Committees take
over the project coordinatiun.

In May, the SSG sent a letter to district employees, containing the
results of the pilot projectand the recommendations for expanding Peer
Assistance in 1989-90. In addition to the commencement of district and
school Peer Assistance Committees, recommendations were also made
in the following areas: training of new participants, time to participate
in the proyzct, variations of Peer Assistance, recertification credit, and
a mentor program for new teachers.

Both committees, the SSG and the Peer Assistance representatives,
agreed that administrative support was crucial to the survival of the
project. Administrators could not pressure employces to participate in
Peer Assistance, but administrators must willingly help participants
find time and release money and personnel for training and class
coverage.

At 2 mecting in Junc 1989, all administrators, including the super-
intendent and the assistant superintendent, agreed to commit time and
money for 1989-90 for three clinical supervision cyclus for cach Peer
Assistance participant and for training of new participants. There were
not enough resources to provide teachers with release time for all Peer
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Assistance activities; but it was critical that cnongh time, money, and
moral support be committed to the project by administration so that
the project would have the opportunity to thrive.

1989-90 School Year

At the beginning of the 1989-90 school year, all district teachers
and administrators attended alecture and discussion by Carl Glickman.
He encouraged participation in Peer Assistance. Glickman also met
informally with the SSG and Peer Assistance representatives from all
district schools to assist in the expansion of Peer Assistance.

In two carly fall meetings, the SSG and Peer Assistance repre-
sentatives from each school planned implementation. Peer Assistance
leaders held information meetings in their schools. In October 1989,
twenty additional volunteers were trained in the Peer Assistance clinical
supervision techniques.

As in the previous year, Peer Assistance participants expanded the
model and used a variety of techniques to assist each other. The district
Peer Assistance Committee met monthly to discuss ways to help Peer
Assistance teachers and to encourage new participants. The district
committee strove to define its role.

Though Peer Assistance activity grew during 1989-90, especially in
the elementary schools, participation was not as great as weanticipated.
The district suffered two serious biows that diverted considerable
energy and time from the program. First, negotiations for teachers’
contracts were prolonged and difficult and remained unsettled until late
fall. Second, in November, the district lost its superintendent of fifteen
years to a sudden heart attack. In addition, one school had a major
building project, and three schools were undergoing state approval,
which requires almost all staff's nonteaching time. Survival of Peer
Assistance during this difficult year was a major accomplishment. Peer
Assistance was alive but still fragile. We realized it would require careful
nurturing and a more comprehensive look.

Two years before, in 1988, the SSG had discussed a cyclical evalu-
ation model, creating considerable interest in investigating this model
for possible adoption in our district. Under this system, summative
evaluation for most professional staff members would occur every three
vears, with the two years between evaluations devoted to supervision.
When involved in supervision, teachers, or other professional staff
members, would choose one of several supervision activities, one of
which is Peer Assistance, and design their individual Professional
Developmient Plan for the vear.
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In the winter of 1990, the district was ready to discuss evaluation
in depth. After two years of concentration on Peer Assistance, it was
clear our annual evaluation procedures must be redesigned to allow
peer supervision room to grow and to improve instruction in more
classrooms. A few district schools successfully experimented with cy-
clical evaluation in the 1989-90 school year. A committee of adminis-
trators met regularly to define the model. All professional staff members
in each school held discussions about cyclical evaluation.

The goals of our cyclical evaluation model are:

e To allow professional staff members the freedom to actively pur-
sue professional improvement, to collaborate with colleagues, and to
take risks without fear of evaluation.

e To improve instruction and learning.

o To allow evaluators more time to concentrate on assisting fewer
statf members in more depth in any one year.

1990-91 School Year

The district has a new superintendent who supports the growth of
Peer Assistance and the new cyclical evaluation/supervision model. We
decided to use our new cyclical evaluation/supervision model with all
professional staff members in all district schools for the 1990-91 school
year and to assess its merits in the spring. We believed that Peer
Assistance could grow and succeed if it were carefully integrated into
our new evaluation/supervision model. Because the focus was concen-
trated on each school or department rather than on the district, the
struggling district Peer Assistance Committee became unnecessary.

In November 1990 Pam Robbins gave a two-day workshop on Peer
Coaching to thirty teachers representing each district school. It success-
fully expanded thinking about what Peer Assistance can be. We recog-
nize the need to improve our communication skills so that collaborative
teams and pairs can be as productive as possible. This will also influence
the success of other district projects in curriculum, instruction, and
restructuring.

In the spring of 1991, administration and professional staff mem-
bers evaluated our new cyclical model of evaluation and supervision.
There was overwhelming support for the new system and agreement
that it is better than traditional annual evaluation for all professional
staff members. The level of personal commitment to professional de-
velopment seemed to increase. A wider variety of projects was under-
taken, many of them involving Peer /- :istance and collaboration.
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To assess the value of Peer Assistance and our cyclical evalu-
ation/supervision system, we must complete a full three-year cycle. Our
first year of integrating Peer Assistance with our new supervision and
evaluation program has been very encouraging. Is this resulting in an
improvement in instruction and learning? We believe it is, but we must
monitor it for two more years to be certain.

* % %

Peer Assistance participants are convinced that continuation is not
only valuable but essential in our schools. A major benefit of the
program is its positive influence on the climate of the school. It creates
a spirit of coaperation and collaboration among staff members. It is a
springboard to open discussions of education and helps educators
generate ideas for curriculum projects, professional development, and
school improvement. Peer Assistance participants can risk change,
because risk is shared with colleagues who have similar jobs and who
do not evaluate each other.

Some critical challenges that face public education demand imme-
diate attention and creative solutions. Peer Assistance will not solve
these problems, because 1t is intended to improve specific instructional
practices of participating teachers. But if Peer Assistance is widely
accepted and used in a school or school district, it can stimulate the
atmosphere of receptivity, trust, and creativity necessary to solve major
problems.

The most significant value of Peer Assistance is to the students. Peer
Assistance improves instruction, because teachers are looking at what
they are doing and analyzing it with a peer. The same theory underlying
teaching students metacognitive strategies as a learning aid is at work
in Peer Assistance. If teachers review and evaluate their teaching
practices v.ith colleagues, instruction will improve.

The survival of a peer supervision project depends on several
critical factors:

1. Peer supervision must be voluntary: it takes energy, dedication,
time, and a desire to make it work.

2. Administration must be supportive and understand its own role.

3. The steering committee, in our case the Staff Support Group,
should be made up of teachers and administrators.

4. The committee needs to write specific and distinct definitions of
evaluation and supervision, so that communication is clear.
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5. There should be a facilitator committed to the steering commit-
tee and the peer supervision project. The facilitator’s task is to organize,
coordinate, and communicate, which requires considerable time and
perseverance.

Peer Assistance is effective because it is highly variable and adapt-
able to the individual educator’s needs. It is controlled by the person
being supervised, not by an evaluator; thus, risks can be taken. Our
district's effort has demonstrated that a small school district without
the resources to hire a coordinator can create a major program that
enhances teaching and learning. It is difficult to become a good educa-
tor, and to remain one is exhausting and isolating. Peer Assistance can
give more educators the opportunity to excel by learning from col-
leagues without fear of being judged primarily by mistakes.
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school Renewal in Chaska,
Minnesota, Independent
District #112

Jean A. King and Carol J. Ericson

n 1989, the National Education Association (NEA) sclected Chaska,
Minnesota, Independent School District #112 to be part of the
national NEA Learning Lab project. The $5,000 award provided a
tangible reward for ycars of work in the district, but more important
was the national recognition the district received. Theschools in Chaska
are actively engaged in renewal that will enable them to better serve the
children of their community as they approach the next century. Super-
vision has pleyed a central role in this process, contributing to the sense
of synergy and forward movement many statf members report. The
lessons Chaska has learned in the past decade—often the hard way-—
may prove instructive for other districts interested in effecting change.
The ideas in this chapter come from many people who are partici-
pating in the ongoing transformation of District #1 12—teachers, prin-
cipals, central officc administrators, and school board members. First,
we discuss the district’s educational context; second, the factors that
have affected the ongoing chan i process; and third, suggestions for
supervision based on the district’s experience.

The world of District #112

To make sense of the changes the district has experienced requires
some awareness of its cducational context. Minnesota has long been
kno ~n as the “Brainpower State,” reflecting an historical commitment
to quality public education and student learning. Garrison Keillor was
not kidding when he said that all the children in Lake Wobcgon were
“above average”; until recently, standardized test scores gave Minne-
sota’s school community reason for pride. On average, the state sup-
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ports its schools better than most; and, since the Progressive era, its
districts have been known for living on education’s cutting edge. Inno-
vations abound: the “Minnesota miracle” of school finance in 1971;
educational choice programs, including open enrollment and postsec-
ondary enrollment options; widespread site or school based manage-
ment; differentiated staffing; and outcome-based education (OBE).

This is not to say, however, that school districts in Minnesota are
without problems. The issue of funding equity is so highly contentious
that seventy-two districts are currently on opposite sides of a court
battle to force some resolution of the issue. A legislative report released
in 1989 pointed to slipping standardized test scores and some small
districts’ being unable to provide the mandated state curriculum. With
more than430districts still functioning and a new state administration,
fears of consolidation loom on the horizon. Increasing numbers of
minority students challenge many districts to make good the claim that
education can ‘2ad to a better future, and underlying concerns about
how to eliminate racism and intolerance and how to promote true
school integration cannot be ignored.

District #112 represents five diverse communitics at the western
edge of the Minneapolis-St. Paul “Twin Cities” metropolitan area. The
school system serves nearly 4,000 students living within its 80 square
miles. Elementary enrollment is growing by more than 10 percent each
year; a new elementary school opened in the fall of 1990 to help
accommodate the increasing numbers of students. The district’s facili-
ties include an Early Childhood Center, housing kindergarten pro-
grams; three clementary schools serving grades 1 through 5; a middle
school housing grades 6 through 8; and a high school for grades 9
through 12. Commitment to education is high in the District #112
community. The community supported two referendums in three years,
as well as approving a bond issue to build the new school. The dropout
vate is less than 2 percent.

Teachers and administrators working for the past ten years in
District #112 have witnessed a major transformation: a move from a
traditional labor-management division of school activities to a unified
change cffort involving teachers, administrators, and school board
members. This effort focused on preparing students for the 2 1st century.
Two events—one constructive, the other traumatic—provided the nec-
essary framework for initiating the change.

The constructive event was the formulation of Project 21st Century,
which began in 1982 when a group of community and district volun-
teers began to meet regularly to discuss what District #112 schools
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should look like in the next century. The group tackled future-oriented
questions like “What if you woke up tomorrow morning and everyone
could read?” and “What if everyone suddenly was able to get along with
his neighbor?” The futures discussions involved ten to twenty partici-
pants and “operated outside of everything else,” as one group member
noted. Within two years, the group had generated a new philosophy,
mission statement, and set ot educational goals for the district that were
adopted by the school board in 1984.

The other critical event also occu red in 1984 as the Project 21st
Century products were nearing completion. The Chaska Education
Association (CEA) went on strike for twenty-two days. In the opinion
of some who lived through it, this divisive and emotional walkout
proved to be a turning point in the eventual transformation of the
district. One board member posits that “it is what anened the door to
this opportunity” because it released tension *aat had accumulated in
the district and in all likelihood encourag.d the retirement of the
longtime superintendent. The arrival of a new superinterdent, coupled
with the newly revised district mission and goal statements and the
readiness of many teachers to “put the strike behind them,” resulted in
change activities that have given District #112 the reputation in Minne-
sota as a district “on the move.”

Enabling Factors in the Process
of School Renewal

The experiences of teachers and administrators in District #112
mirror other discussions of school change (e.g., Glickman 1990; Miles
and Louis 1990; Sergiovanni 1990) and point to five enabling factors
for the renewal experienced during the past decade: (1) a common
vision, (2) a superintendent committed to collaborative decision mak-
ing, (3) a unified district team, (4) time and resources to support the
change process, and (5) supervisory “tough love.”

A Common Vision

District #112's Project 21st Century, which begzn as a small group
of committed individuals “doing their thing” outside the day-to-day
operations of the district, created a “vague vision” of what education
needed to look like at the beginning of the next century. The group,
including representatives of the facultv, administration, school board,
and community, “set aside all that we knew about schools” to bring a
clean slate to the planning process. As one person commented, “We had
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no roadmap. It was by the seat of our pants.” But after two years of
discussicn that included reviews by seventeen community groups, the
vision was written down, in its shortest form, as follows: “Interdiscipli-
nary outcome-based curriculum delivered to flexible multi-age groups
by teacher-directed instructional teams.”

In actuality, the vision comprised two pieces: first, the statement of
“essential beliefs and values” and accompanying supports that would
form the conceptual base for the transformation of District #112
schnols and, second, a process that would lead to this transformation.
The list of beliefs includea ideas like “Risk takers are respected” and
“When in doubt, trust, . .. don't blame.” The support list included site
based management, staff and curriculum development, and teacher
education institutions.

Equally important was the creation of a process for change—ar,
open-ended, inclusive process that included all actors in the district,
collaborating to solve problems as they arose. One member of the
planning group, in reflecting on the completed vision statement, put it
this way:

By that time, we hit the wall of planning, and the question became

how to operationalize what we were discussing. . . . The structure and

discipline was in place for planning the future. It was one of the tools
in the toolkit to get us [bevond the strike].

Both the content of the vision and the process that led to it, then,
were essential because people involved in the district now knew the
changes they were after and how they would work on making them
happen. This “super-vision” continues to guide the entire process of
change.

A Superintendent Commiitted to Collaborative
Decision Making

Arriving in 1985, the new superintendent faced a district that had
recently survived a divisive teachers’ strike, a district *',at had lived for
years with a traditional “us-them” division between faculty and admini-
stration. And yet, in the wake of Project 21st Century, this same district
had publicly comnaitted itself to creating a different school world. The
new superintendent took the district at its word. People agree that her
role was critical:

We all felt when she came that we had the missing piece. She was

critical to getting the new mission used, (o saying, “This is what guides

our decision making.”
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She had the spirit of the process and would have invented it if we
hadn't....

How did the superintendent go about the task? She broadened the
base of decision making to include teachers in new ways, and she
listened to what they said. She paid personal attention to teachers,
speaking directly with them and, according to one board member,
“caring about them as professionals and colleagues.”

Within a month after the superintendent arrived in the district,
meetings began among CEA leaders, school board members, and ad-
ministrators to build a base for new relationships. Fifty-four conflict
issues were identified, categorized, and discussed; and action plans
were developed for their resolution. Follow-up sessions later in the year
tracked progress toward the mutual goals. As contract negotiations
again approached, association and school board leaders were trained
in collaborative bargaining techniques. The resulting contract included
a proposal by the teachers’ association to mutually create a staff devel-
opment and evaluation pian for the district.

New opportunities that acknowledged: wne experience and profes-
sionalism of teachers were created. Several teachers moved into district
program coordination roles in the areas of language arts, gifted and
talented, and parent liaison. For the first time, teachers were added to
the management team, which met twice monthly to guide operations
of the district. Later, as the district increased its commitment o decen-
tralized management, teachers in two schools took direct administra-
tive roles in addition to their teaching responsibilities. Throughout it
all, the superintendent’s door was always open. She listened and re-
sponded to the human needs ger.erated by increasing change.

In the fall of 1986, all teachers received a personal copy of the
Carnegie Report, A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century, with
a cover letter from the superintendent and presidents of the Chaska and
Minnesota Education Associations urging their response to this chal-
lenge. Py Decombr, teachers in each school had thoroughly discussed
the report. A districtwide synthesis of teacher reaction and input re-
suited in 1986 in the commission of what is called the Chaska Produc-
tivity Study, using a business perspective to identify ways in which
teachers thought they could increase their professional productivity
(Dahl & Associates 1987). All 200 faculty members contributed data for
the study that resulted in the .dentification of avenues through which
restructuring might occur—for example, by decreasing the time teach-
ers spent on nonteaching tasks. These data, from teachers themselves,
brought restructuring front and center in the district, and the study was
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even reported in Education Week (June 17, 1987). No longer were
change efforts “off to the side"; both the rationale and roadmap for
reform had come directly from classroom teachers.

With the direct connection made, the superintendent’s supervisory
focus, in an important sense, included every teacher in District #112.
Teachers cornmented:

[The superintendent] established connection with teachers. They be-

lieved her, irusted her, and were willing to listen. . . . If she said

[something]}, they would consider it and wouldn't completely dismiss
it.
Teachers have so little belief that they can do it themselves [i.e., make

decisions, changes), they need to have their decisions respected. The
superintendent’s acceptance was critical.

[Thesuperintendent] allowed all these things to happen. ... You create
a milieu where teachers can produce ideas, then you get out of the way
and let them try them out.

This role for the superintendent was not without risks. As one admin-
istratornoted: “The chain of comnmand is kind of muddied now—it used
to be cleaner.” The district's six principals face new challenges when
teachers they supervise sometimes know more about district-level
change activities than they do. For this reason, the superintendent.
needs to work closely with building administrators. Some people won-
der, too, if such direct working ties could exist between superintendent
and teachers in a larger district. Finally, the question of what will
happen next—since this superintendent moved to a nearby district
(June 1990)—worries those who remain behind. In a “simple associa-
tion,” some people “have tied the [charge] process” to the superinten-
dent and worry that, with hei gone, the process will end.

Others are not concerned:

I was really down when I heard about [the superintendent’s] leaving,

but now I think it's going to be fine. She's enabled us to stand on our

own feet. We won't allow any superintendent to go back. There'd be

openrevolt. [The superintendent] says, “You are the masters of change.
You control your future.”

[The superintendent’s] gift to us is to give us our freedom,

A Unlified Team of District Personnel and
Community Members

The teachers’ strike pitted teachers against administrators in a
classic enactment of the conflict between labor and management. Those
who cling to “this old tape, the us-them view"—whether they are
teachers or administrators—can effectively block the school renewal
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process. The Chaska experience emphasizes that districts must move
beyond such thinking before real change can take place. One teacher
put it succinctly:

Everybody has to be willing to give upa bit of the glory for the sake of

the team. . . . It's impossible for individual teachers to do school

renewal alone in their ciassrooms. We can only do it if we unite with
other teachers, administrators, parents, and students.

With District #112's students as the continuing focus, change activitics
seek to meaningfully involve all appropriate stakeholders in the schools’
fu.ure. The organizational structure is “not a top-down system, but a
flattened-out model.” At best, principals and union leadership work
together, on an ongoing basis, with the central office, teachers, school
board, and the community. A teacher compared his image of the
professional change “ream” to a district athletic team that recently made
it to the state championships. The team had no exceptional individual
players, but it did have five or six good plays and exceptional teamwork.
The coaches worked together collaboratively, without placing blame,
and concentrated on what the players did well.

For example, in 1988 teacher and administrative members of the
management team reviewed restructuring proposals from thirteen
teacher teams comprising more than fifty faculty members. Using
external funds the district had received, the team awarded summer
planning grants for new delivery systems to one-year projects in one
middle and three elementary schools. Central office ac.ministrators
facilitated training for the teams and did the legwork to provide re-
search and other resources teachers requested. Within the teams them-
selves, many of which had never worked together before, teachers took
a division-of-labor approach, using the Myers-Briggs (1976) analysis of
individual team members’ strengths to increase their knowledge and
appreciation of each other’s talents.

Eac" program addressed differentiation of roles and increased
parcntal involvement. Teachers tapped into parent resources through
preschool goal-setting conferences, during which they listened to par-
ents provide information about their children, their families, and their
educational goals. This approach effectively solidified the parent-
teacher team and resulted in increased home-school communication
throughout the year and a higher incidence of parent-initiated commu-
nication, cspecially regarding family issues likely to affect the child’s
leurning. The district’s smallest elementary school, lacking a certified
principal, forged a site-based-marnagement agreement with the school
board and formed a management council of parents and statf. The
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parents have proven to be a source of encouragement and ideas; mutual
respect among educators and parents is reportedly high.

When teamwork doesn’t materialize, the process can stall. On the
one hand, principals can block the process by stopping questions,
limiting teacher decision making, and “perpetuating the open secrets
in a building.” On the other hand, teachers can refuse to take part in
what they may see as one in a continuing line of change efforts. Some
people in District #11¢ remain distrustful of administrators.

One person confirms that when teachers make decisions, they don't

get blamed as much as a principal who might make the same decision.

. . Teachers need to sce that administrators and teachers are each
working toward the same goals of improving education for kids.

Team spirit has grown in District #112 in recent vears. The school
board has “supported the process,” according to one teacher, but, being
an autonomous group aware of its policy-setting role, has not tried to
control it. Some fear that the “CEA doesn't trust the process.” But others
sense that the association, moving far from the confrontation embodied
in its carlier strike, “is now leading changes.” And what of the teachers
who are taking part in deciding what their schools and teaching roles
will become?

Clearly there are tensions between the classroom-focused role of
traditional teaching and the more individualized, decision-oriented role
that many District #112 teachers are experimenting with. As part of the
broader district “team,” teachers experience this tension:

Teachers are told that as teachers we're all the same--same pay, same

load, same hours; but people know that’s not true. Yet the system is set

up to celebrate sameness and discourage differences. . . . The comfort

of the profession is an opiate.

People out on a limb are ostracized by the group. They've betraved

their tribe. ... You're not supposed to do things that make them [other

teachers] look bad, like working extra hours to make a new approach

work.
As one person commented, “The [change] process was not tainted by
the strike; it got tainted when certain teachers were identified as elite,
scparate from everyone else.” The fact is that evervone who participates
in renewal activities—teachers, principals, central office administra-
tors, and board members—is at risk and must be open to “learning new
tricks.”

“Sometimes you just get tired and wish vou could do things without
changing the rules,” lamented one principal, noting the importance of
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strong self-concepts for both teachers and administrators who alter
their traditional roles.

Time and Resources for Adult-to-Adult communication
and Change-Related Activities

The following cornment captures the emotion of a career educator
confronting the change process:
We tell teachers to get out of boxes [i.e., traditional roles), then give

them no time, no resources to do anything different. . . . Teachers feel
overwhelmed, overworked, and underappreciated.

People can engage in school renewal before students arrive in the
morning, after the' '~ ve in the afternoon, and on evenings and week-
ends; but if, over tim are the only hours available for such work,
frustration is a likely vy-product. As another teacher put it, “Yes, kids
come first, but you need to have time to plan.” In District #112, a state
grant in 1985 was important because it “freed up planning time when
we had reached the limit of where we could go without money. . . . Many
pieces had been done. but we needed to pull things together.” Since that
time, the district has aggressively sought outside funding to release
teachers from classroom activities so they can participate in develop-
ment projects. In an important sense, grant ‘money has funded change
in the past five years.

Cray Research underwrote the Chaska Productivity Study, and First
Bank System funded teacher productivity training. Later, Cray made an
additional grant for the district to plan the role of teacher interns within
differentiated teams. Two years of funding from the State of Minnesota
initiated an alternative delivery system pilot, and Medtronic Founda-
tion grants supported the evolution of the project for two more years.
A state grant was awarded to the district for a teacher mentorship
demonstration project. A companion grant to Augsburg College, Min-
neapolis, from the State Board of Teaching helped cement a partnership
between Chaska and the college. This partnership resulted in the crea-
tion of a year-long teacher internship prior to certification, as well as
other improvements in teacher induction. The research and develop-
ment function is fully integrated into the central office, and a full-time
coordinator generated eight proposals for outside funding in the 1989-
90 school vear.

Though releasing teachers during the school day is an important
step, the obvious problem that has now arisen stems from the fact that
they are periodically absent from their classes, and students cither have
substitutes or a study hall. One District #112 board member reported
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“taking alot of flak from parents” because teachers are often out of their
classrooms. To the extent possible, one solution is to build such work
into certain teachers’ schedules to guarantee time on a regular basis for
change activities.

If District #112's experience is indicative, supervision in the form
of personal support may prove to be a critical resource during the
change process:

Teachers are taking tremendous risks, but are naive about the fact that

change hurts. You can't always control change. Teachers think people
should be safe, shouldn't get hurt.

The new roles are disquieting, discomforting for teachers and princi-
pals.... Give us permission to be angry or scared, anxious, to question
anything . . . in a framework of respectful dialogue. We all need
someone to say it’s okay to be down.

Part of the superintendent’s success stemmed from her ability to pro-
vide this support both to district teachers and administrators. As one
person put it, “The organization has to be set up for that kind of personal
interaction; it worked here.”

Supervisory “Tough Love"

The traditional roles of accountability and evaluation continue in
the district because state and school board mandates—and good prac-
tice—require that they must. At the same time, in developing working
relations among staff anu creating the unified district team, the super-
intendent in some areas moved beyond a hierarchical model of author-
ity to an inclusive, collegial model, The side-by-side existence of these
approaches has made teachers and administrators alike uncomfortable.
People agree: The superintendent demmonstrated “tough leadership.”

She was willing to make touii choices, which is part of why people

trust her. She created belief. The message is, "Be competent.” If you're

competent, there are many opportunities. We'll pay aitention to what
you say.

As discussed before, people also agreed that the superintendent cared.
Teachers trusted her, knowing that she listened carefully to what they
said. The challenge v/as to convince teachers that they “have real power
should [they] choose to exercise it,” to give them the confidence to
change in dramatic ways, but to help them see that, in the process of
change, they must maintain high levels of professional performance.

This “tough love” approach to supervision has confused some
because “people don’t believe you can be tough and caring at the same
time.” One person noted two responses to unpopular decisions:
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They say, “She [the superintendent] couldn't do that” and blame
someone else [typically another administrator]; or they say she’s two-
faced. We haven't learned how to be honest with people.

If teachers are to participate in supervising their colleagues, they
need extensive training, noted one teacher: “It's like the family of an
alcoholic; teachers may be highly critical of an incompetent peer, but
it's kept i . the family.” Making teachers responsible for working with
that individual will require new skills in collaboration. A related prob-
lem comes from teachers who become complacent when they interpret
positive feedback as support for the status quo. How can administrators
and teachers make their colleagues feel comfortable with existing
classroom practice, but simultaneously motivate them to improve?

In summary, then, five factors enabled District #112 to move from
a highly traditional school system to a system preparing itself for
education’s future by experimenting with innovative roles and struc-
tures. A shared vision, a superintendent supportive of collaborative
decision making, team building, time and resources for change-related
activities, and high expectations delivered with care each contributed
to the success of the decade-long effort that continues to this day.

Making Sense of Supervision for
School Renewal

The success of any change effort rmay well lie in the eye of the
beholder. Some Chaska teachers and administrators continue to won-
der whether “anything we've done has really changed things for kids.”
Others are highly cptimistic and predict with enthusiasm, “Given all
the infortnation, teachers and support staff will come up with the best
decisions for children.” The reality probably lies somewhere between
these extremes. Teachers and adrinistrators eager to support school
renewal can learn three lessons from the experience of District #112.

First, a shared vision of the desired outcome—a successfully “re-
newed” school—is the sine qua non of the renewal process. Faculty and
staff—from the central office to the individual school—must hold
before them an image of a supportive learning environment for children
working with teachers and other staff, however that might be translated
in local terms. Supervisors play a critical role in initiating district,
school, or program vision-making and, at best, guide an inclusive
planning process to ensure the meaningful involvement of key stake-
holders in the school community.
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Second, supervisors must create a climate for collaboration.
Whereas the changes made must ultimately prove important for chil-
dren, equally important initially are the changes required of adults. By
their actions, supervisors can support collaborative decision making
and ri:ake it a part of the renewed school culture. Their own decision
making should model the desired process, building over time the
districtwide team of school and community representatives that works
as a unit to put the collective vision into place. Supervisors can jointly
set role expanding tasks with teachers and then provide staff develop-
ment s teach requisite skills, resources to release people during the
schooi diy i work on change-related piojects, and suppoit at a personal
level throughout the process. The range of potential activities should be
broad and creative.

Given the vision and the climate for collaboration, the third lesson
from District #112 is the importance of holding the course—committing
to the process of change for a number of years and not yielding—Dbe-
cause school renewal will not happen overnight. A long-term perspec-
tive is mandatory. It is no surprise that the traditional roles of teacher
and administrator create a major challenge to change within many
school districts. One board member reported that “many teachers are
unable to adopt the resporsibilities of leadership.” Others noted that
some choose not to become involved in the change process, preferring
instead the roles for which they were prepared.

Supervisors must therefore take the long view and work actively to
engender trust and openness, even recognizing that false starts and
missteps are likely. They must also hold people accountable for results
once they have taken on responsibilities for change.

As mentioned earlier, the superintende nt discussed in this chapter
has recently moved to another district, as have at least two other
individuals important to the change process. The major question now
facing District #112 is how to sustain the renewal process of the past
decade in light of personnel changes and a troubled state economy. The
progress made to date, coupled with the NEA's teacher-centered learn-
ing lab model, provides the structure for continued efforts. One teacher
summarized the feelings of his colleagues in noting, “If you define
school renewal as a process of being open to change, of experimenting
to find a better way, we're doing that,”
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A View from the
Central Office

Edward F. Pajak

ecent events in Europe have captured the attention and interest of
R people all over the world. The collapse of communism in Eastern
Europe, symbolized so dramatically and powerfully by the destruction
of the Berlin Wall, is suddenly behind us. Just ahead lies the equally
significant unification of the twelve-member European Community in
1992. The restructuring of the economic and political institutions of
Eastern and Western Europe is an exciting and challenging endeavor
that is, however, fraught with uncertainty.

A major issue that Europeans are grappling with today is the
question of balance between what is best for Europe and what is best
for individual countries and nationalities. Iri the United States, the
proper balance between central control and local autonomy, between
integration and independence, between uniformity and diversity, and
between coordinated effort and local initiative has been disputed for
more than 200 years by states’ rights advocates and supporters of a
strong national government.

The question of balance between what is best for the whole and
what is best for the parts that compose it, is also an educational issue
today, as U S. educators and policymakers struggle with the problem
of restructuring schools. From the 1950s through the 1970s, public
education in the United States became increasingly bureaucratized as
decisions shifted away from teachers and principals to district offices,
state education departments, state legislatures, and the federal govern-
ment. The intended outcomes of centralized bureaucratic organization,
as well as the purposes sought by educational reformers from the 1950s
onward, are increased efficiency and improved equity. Some charac-
teristics traditionally associated with bureaucracy are the following: a
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hierarchical chain of authority, a specialized division of labor governed
by rules and regulations, and an impersonal orientation.

Sometime in the mid-1980s, however, educators and policymakers
in the United States became aware that instead of making schools more
efficient and equitable, bureaucratic organization was actually creating
obstacles to school success. These obstacles include the following:

o A lack of communication and cooperation between teachers and
administrators

o An absence of teacher participation ir decision making

¢ Restricted autonomy for principals and teachers

o Organizational rigidity

o Isolation of teachers from their colleagues

e Low morale

s Expensive evaluation systems that had little relevance or impact
on what happened in classrooms and schools

During the late 1980s and continuing into the present decade, an
alternative to what might be termed the “bureaucratic system” began
to emerge. This alternativelet us call it simply “emerging practice”is
characterized by decentralization, shared decision r.aking, school
based management, the notion of the principal as instructional leader,
and teacher empowerment.

The emerging practice in U.S. schools is an expression of the
restructuring movement in American education, which is redefining
roles and responsibilities in schools. Many principals are exercising
greater autonomy and authority; and leadership teams composed of
teachers, administrators, and sometimes community members collec-
tively make decisions based on what they believe is in the best interest
of students. In many schools, mentor teachers and peer coaches are
inducting new colleagues into *he profession and are improving teach-
ing through frequent observation and feedback in one another’s class-
rooms.

This chapter describes the emerging definition of school organiza-
tion as it relates to supervision: and discusses the implications of this
redefinition for the role of central office supervisor of curriculum and
instruction. The new definition reflects a movement away from bureau-
cratic monitoring and standardization and toward tolerance and facili-
tation of diversity in schools and classrooms. My intention is to outline
concepts regarding central office supervision by contrasting how super-
visory practice might be enacted differently within the bureaucratic
tradition and recently emerging models of school organization.
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I have purposely described the burcaucratic and emerging para-
digms in extreme terms, as polar opposites, to highlight differences
between the two perspectives. There is little chance that either position,
as outlined, accurately reflects the reality of any existing school district.
Most schools lie somewhere between the two extremes, displaying a
more bureaucratic orientation for certain dimensions of supervision
and less for other dimensions.

I am indebted to several different sources of information about
current practices in supervision:

1. Two recently completed studies of successful district-level super-
visors that were conducted at the University of Georgia (Pajak 1989a,
Smith 1990).

2. Conversations spanning several days in June 1990 among a
nationally representative group of educational practitioners and schol-
ars at the annual meeting of the Education Cornmission of the States.

3. The members of the Department of Curriculum and Instruction
in Clarke County, Georgia, with whom I have been working on the
problem of redefining the mission and roles of central office supervisors
in an increasingly decentralized school district.

In contrasting the burcaucratic tradition and the emerging decen-
tralization of school organizations, I refer to twelve dimensions of
supervisory practice that were recently identified in a research project
sponsored by the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Develop-
ment (ASCD) (Pajak 1989b, 1990). The dimensions were derived from
an extensive review of rescarch literature and supervision textbooks
that was aimed at locating and veritying knowledge, attitudes, and skills
that are most closcely associated with outstanding supervisory practice.
I present the dimensions in order of their importance to supervisory
practice, as indicated by a survey of more than 1,000 educational
leaders in the United States and Canada who have reputations for being
outstanding practitioners:

e Communication e Staft development
e Instructional program ¢ Planning and change
e Motivating and organizing e Obsecrvation and conferences
e Curriculum ¢ Problem solving and decision making
e Service to teachers e Personal development
e Comrnunity relations e Rescarch and program evaluation
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Dimensions of Supervisory Practice

These twelve dimensions may be thought of as organizational
processes that support the improvement of teaching and the profes-
sional growth of educators. The dimensions can be enacted, however,
ir 2 manner that is more consistent with either a bureaucratic or a more
decentralized approach. Recognizing that reality is always much more
complex than any dichotomy can adequately represent, 1 think it is
useful to show how the two approaches differ for each dimension of
supervisory practice.

Communication

Bureaucratic System. Information in a highly bureaucratized sys-
tem flows between the central office and local schools along official
channels. Communication is most often initiated at the top and flows
downward. Information flowing upward is limited to what the central
office wants to kuow and is submitted in the form of written reports.
The reports from schools are compiled into one district report.

Emerging Practice. In school systems that encourage decentralized
communication, open dialogue occurs between the schools and the
district office. Information flows freely in both directions, from the top
down and vice versa, as well as horizontally throughout the district.
Communication can be initiated at any level; such comrnunication
contributes to the construction of a common vision and district mis-
sion. Good ideas and unique perspectives can emerge at any level.
Communication is inclusive, allowing all involved to participate, under-
stand, and commit themselves to the mission.

Staff Development

Bureaucratic System. Under burcaucratic organization, staff devel-
opment is driven by needs assessments conducted by central office staff
members, who identify priorities for the district. Inservice for teachers
is planned at the district office, with little participation from teachers.
Teachers are a passive audience who are expected to attend a fixed
number of inservice sessions per year.

Emerging Practice. The need and demand for staff development
increases with emerging supervisory practice as te achers become more
involved in decisions about curriculum and instruction and in peer
supervision. Teachers actively participate in identifying needs and
planning inservice sessions at the school level. As members of a com-
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munity of learners, they often make presentations to their colleagues
instcad of relying on outside consultants.

Instructional Program

Bureaucratic System. In schools that operate according to the
burcaucratic paradigm, instructional programs are designed and prac-
tices are planned by experts at the district office level. These programs
and practices are then passed down as requirements to teachers at the
classroo.n level, and the teachers function as isolated technicians.

Emerging Practice. In schools that take a more decentralized ap-
proach, instruction is planned by groups of teachers who share the same
students, subject, orgrade level. Teachers function as professionals who
are experts concerning their classrooms. Coordination is achieved by
establishing networks of people who are involved in similar efforts and
who engage in frequent discussions about teaching.

Planning and Change

Bureaucratic Systemt. In a burcaucratically organized school dis-
trict, people at the top of the hicrarchy establish goals and implement
changes. Goals thus formed may not be widely shared or understood
by everyone. Schools and classrooms are expected to adopt these goals
and changes as policies. Teachers and principals are discouraged from
initiating innovations that depart from policy, The purpose is to make
the current system run more cfficiently

Emerging Practice. In many schools today, the cultuce of the school
district is value driven. A clear vision of the mission of the district exists.
Goals that are congruent with the district mission are identified at each
school by teams of teachers, administrators, and sometimes commu-
nity members. Innovation, experimentation, and risk-taking by teach-
ers and principals are encouraged. The purpose is to rethink and
redesign the way things are done.

Motivating and Organizing

Bureaucratic System. Governance is from the top down and auto-
cratic in a burcaucratically oriented school system. Teachers and prin-
cipals rely primarily on written job descriptions and contracts to
determine the behavioral expectations for their jobs. Supervisors in the
hicrarchy evaluate the performance of individuals, with uniform crite-
ria expressed in observable and measurable terms. The administration
distributes rewards to individuais according to the degree of their
conformity with prescribed behaviors.
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Emterging Practice. With the emerging approach to motivation,
everyone is encouraged to participate in developing a shared vision and
to work toward the achievement of collective aims. Performance is
evaluated according to outcomes achieved using multiple measures of
success. Accomplishments of groups are recognized. Leaders perceive
themselves as resources who model the values of the organization, not
as monitors or rule enforcers.

Observation and Conferences

Bureaucratic System. In systems with a burcaucratic approach,
principals make most of the classroom visits; and these visits are
primarily to evaluate teacher performance. Such classroom visits are
infrequent, except for beginning teachers and teachers who are having
difficulty. Central office staff visit occasionally to “show the flag"—or
may be called on to observe teachers who are having chronic difficulty
in order to secure further documentation for their dismissal. Most
teachers view their classrooms as “sacred ground” and resent intrusions
from outsiders.

Emerging Practice. In many schools today, observation and confer-
ences take a much different form. Teachers engage in peer coaching and
visit each others’ classrooms often, to help improve instruction. Begin-
ning teachers are paired with master teachers, who serve as mentors.
Less competent teachers are able to learn from observing others and
may feel subtle pressure from their peers to improve classroom per-
formance.

Curriculum

Bureaucratic System. In systems with a bureaucratic orientation,
subject-matter specialists at the district level write the curriculum,
which is then implemented by teachers in the classroom. Curriculum
revisions are conducted at predetermined intervals of three to five vears.
Teachers feel little ownership for the guides they are given, and the
content of the guides has little relation to what actually gets taught.

Emerging Practice. In schools with the emerging approach to super-
vision, teachers participate actively on subject-area and grade-level
committees and develop curriculums that are best suited for the needs
and interests of students. The implementation of new curriculums is
closely linked to staff development. Curriculum is viewed as a relevant,
vital, and never-ending process, rather than as a document that sits on

a shelf.
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Problem Solving and Decision Making

Bureaucratic System. In bu.eaucratically oriented districts, prob-
lem solving and decision making are viewed as processcs that are best
handled by experts at the top of the district organization. Rules, regu-
lations, and procedures are formulated in an attempt to anticipate and
prescribe an answer for every problem or decision that teachers or
principals may encounter.

Emerging Practice. In many schools and districts today, problem
solving and decision making are recognized as best handled by teachers
and principals who are closest to the problems of practice. With auton-
omy and flexibility, local staff deal with problems as they arise. Schools
are encouraged to experiment, inquire, learn, and renew themselves.

Service to Teachers

Bureaucratic System. When support is provided at all in schools
with a bureaucratic orientation, additional materials and resources are
made available to individual teachers who are perceived as in need of
remediation. Deficits in performance based on district or state criteria
have greatest priority.

Emerging Practice. With the emerging systems, the district provides
support to groups of ‘eachers who are interested in improving their
instruction. These groups locate and obtain materials and resources to
help the teams achieve the agendas that they have established for
themselves. Successful schools are given maximum freedom to set and
pursue their own courses of action. Teachers rely on networks of peers
to both give and receive assistance.

Personal Development

Bureaucratic System. Personal development is a matter that is
largely left up to each individual in a bureaucratically oriented school,
based on personal career goals and interests. At the district level, staff
make efforts to ensure that everyone is familiar with the rules, regula-
tions, and policies that govern the organization.

Emerging Practice. With the emerging paradigm, individuals and
groups reflect on their values, beliefs, and practices. Growth is continu-
ous, as staff members redefine their roles, responsibilities, and relation-
ships within the school. The district and the schools provide resources
and information that challenge school teams to move beyond current
practices.
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Community Relations

Bureocratic System. In schools within a bureaucratic system,
community relations is a matter of public relations. A primary objective
is to keep parents and taxpayers happy by telling them what they want
to hear. The system excludes the community from many decisions that
are considered the domain of professionals.

Emerging Practice. In many schools today, educators make an effort
to educate parents and taxpayers about what is happening in the schools
and to involve them directly in decisions at the local school level.
Participants work to develop a consensus from a diversity of viewpoilits
and constituencies.

Research and Program Evaluation

Bureaucratic System. In a bureaucratically oriented school system,
evaluation is top down: people who are uninvolved with the implemen-
iation of programs evaluate these programs on the basis of narrowly
defined outcomes. Success is measured solc'y by student performance
on standardized achievement tests. District-level staff monitor and
compare the performance of students from different schools, but con-
sequences rarely follow. Data are often inaccessible tr: teachers and
principals.

Emerging Practice. With the emerging approach to program evalu-
ation, educators at all levels view schools and classrooms as centers of
inquiry. Multiple indicators of success are used at the school level for
measuring student achievement. These indicators, which may include
standardized tests within a broader context of assessment, are consis-
tent with the mission and goals of the district. Information is used to
inform and is accessible to teachers to make changes in instruction and
curriculum to teach students more effectively. Teachers develop new
knowledge through action research about what works best for the
students in each individual school.

There Are NO Panaceas

During the 1980s, a few individuals proposed total decentralization
of public education as a solution to the unresponsiveness of public
education to demands for improvement. More reasoned voices have
recently cautioned, however, that decentralization should not be viewed
as a panacea (Murphy 1989). Indeed, unbridled decentralization might
very well have the same catastrophic effect on public education that
deregulation has had on the American airline and banking industries.
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The chaos occurring in the Soviet Union is another example of the result
of too rapid and uncoordinated decentralization.

Many local schools are likely to flounder if they are suddenly cut
loose and told to chart their own courses, because the bureaucratically
oriented system has never prepared them for autonomy and self-gov-
ernance. Principals may be reluctant to share the power entrusted to
them with school based management, and a few might even be tempted
to abuse it. Teachers unaccustomed to collaboration may lack the
confidence and skills they need to participate productively in shared
decision making. Parents and community members may press for
mandatory prayer at the beginning of each school day or contact
football for elementary school children.

A school district organized closer to the emerging practices de-
scribed in this chapter is also likely to experience problerns, such as an
increase in “noise” within the system as competing factions clamor to
be heard. At tiie very least, without an infusion of encouragement, new
ideas, and resources from outside the school, faculties may quickly
plateau in their efforts or focus solely on issues of school management
without ever getting to the touchy question of improving teaching in
their own classrooms.

A solution to the dilemma faced by many schools and districts—in
both bureaucratic and emerging practices—may be found in what
Jerome T. Murphy calls “integrated decentralization,” involving both
strong central coordination and strong local diversity (Murphy 1989).
This notion is consistent with the tindings of Lawrence and Lorsch, who
studied many different types of organizations during the 1960s and
found that the most successful displaved both high integration of effort
and high differentiation among their component parts (Lawrence and
Lorsch 1969).

Murphy suggests that the central office ca’. maximize the benefits
of integrated decentralization by shifting away from monitoring and
enforcing policy and toward providing services, facilitating, and coor-
dinating. Central office staffs should attend most closely to those
schools that have problems and unrealized potential, he believes,
whereas schools that are already successful should have maximum
freedom to pursue their own courses (Murphy 1989).

Supervision and Bureaucracy

As the decade of the 1990s unfolds, educators and policymakers in
the United States are beginning to recognize that restructuring of
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education cannot stop at the schoolhouse door (Anderson 1989). Verti-
cal as well as horizontal restructuring is needed throughout the educa-
tional enterprise to ensure that innovations initiated at the building
level survive and flourish. The district office must do more than simply
grant permission for site based management and shared decision mak-
ing, followed by benign neglect.

Research on effective schools that includes the central office super-
visor as a focus of study confirms the importance of the district level
position (Wimpelberg 1988). Most of the available evidence indicates
that instruction in many schools is not likely to improve without
leadership from the district office that can forge linkages between
schools and the central office, among schools, and among teachers
within schools (Burch and Danley 1980, Fullan 1982, Wimpelberg 1988,
Pajak 1989a). Simply stated, the central office must take a proactive
position toward restructuring.

Unfortunately, central office supervisors can easily become men-
tally trapped in the bureaucratic model, which prevents them from
serving the needs of principals and teachers. Supervisors can easily
become psychologically fixed on issues of control, monitoring for
compliance with policy, and enforcing uniformity of practice. When this
occurs, teachers and principals not only miss the support that they need
from the central office, but they come to resent visits from district-level
staff as intrusions on their autonomy. Teachcrs may even perceive
curriculum development and staff development as things that are done
“to them” instead of “with them.” A highly bureaucratic system encour-
ages passivity and dependence, it seems, with resources flowing most
readily to those who do not raise questions or rock the boat.

Supervision and Emerging Practice

Effective central office supervisors of curriculum and instruction
have always avoided the bureaucratic mind trap and have played a key
role in facilitating the achievement of integrated decentralization
within their districts. They accomplish this end in many ways, most of
which are consistent with what successtul central office supervisors
have done all along (Pajak 1989a).

How can central office supervisors help to achieve the ideal of
integrated decentralization as their districts become involved in re-
structuring? Here are some ideas to consider:

o Take the initiative in developing a clear expression of core values,
beliets, and goals that reinforces a district culture characterized by

140 135




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

SUPERVISION IN TRANSITION

student learning, professional growth, diversity, innovative practice,
and risk taking.

e Provide opportunities for broad-based participation in the devel-
opment of collective aims to encourage ownership and a sense of
obligation to work toward those aims.

e Communicate, represent, and interpret the core values, beliefs,
and goals widely to people within and outside the organization.

e Work cooperatively with the local business community to garner
support.

e Present district policies as values and guidelines instead of nar-
row prescriptions to allow a wide range of goals and sufficient flexibility
to accommodate local agendas.

e Help teachers write meaningful school philosophies that are
congruent with the district mission, establish priorities to avoid being
all things to all people, and set achievable instriictional goals.

e Facilitate school autonomy and shared governance by seeking out
information that school teams need and by coordinating activities in
pursuit of common goals.

e Be willing to negotiate discrepancies and inconsistencies between
district goals and school goals.

e Facilitate problem solving and decision making by helping teach-
ers identify “nonnegotiable” areas and find ways to get waivers and
exemptions from state policy.

e Anticipate increased conflict and develop problem-solving strate-
gies that are inclusive and collaborative.

e Provide technical assistance, information, staff development, ad-
ditional resources, and time to help teachers and principals reshape
their roles and rethink their responsibilities.

e Model the importance of collaboraticn, collegiality, trust, caring,
asking questions, listening carefully, and nurturing leadership inothers.

e Promote open and honest comimunication within the district to
encourage the sharing of successes and failures so that schools canlearn
from one another. (Autonomy should not mean isolation.)

e Provide training to teachers in areas such as classroom observa-
tion and conferences problem solving and decision making by consen-
sus, team building, interpersonal communication, conflict resolution,
ond other arcas that are relevant to self-governance.

e Coordinate staff development training when the needs identified
by several schools overlap.
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¢ Keep school action plans focused on student learning, instruc-
tion, and curriculum and provide school teams with special content
expertise.

¢ Reassess and redefine central office roles and functions individu-
ally and as a team.

* K%

Local schools may briefly flourish when the constraints of district
rules and regulations are lifted, but an ongoing infusion of new ideas
and resources is also necessary to maintain the process of improvement.
The available evidence suggests that a balance betwceen central coordi-
nation and local autonomy is needed in every organization to maximize
performance.

As school districts embark on restructuring efforts, discussion
should begin fairly early about which aspects of supervision will be
coordinated by the central office and which will be handled by the local
schools. Each of the twelve dimensions of supervisory practice pre-
sented in this chapter can be viewed as a continuum that can serve as
a focus for deliberation and negotiation.

The ideal balance between central control and local autonomy is
likely to differ somewhat from one district to another, and within the
same district from one time to another, for each of the twelve dimen-
sions. Multiple definitions of empowerment, shared decision making,
and school based management are both possible and desirable because
they allow for local definitions that can evolve as conditions change.

The challenge of achieving a workable balance of integrated decen-
tralization is before us—as educators, as citizens, and as members of
the international community. Taking time to achieve the right balance
to begin with is essential; then revisiting our decisions periodically will
ensure that the proper balance remains.
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Collegial Support by
Teacher Mentors and
Peer Consultants

Nancy L. Zimpher and John E. Grossman

he trauma experienced by beginning teachers can be traced to
Tseveral sources. In particular, new teachers are often placed in
difficult instructional settings once occupied by veteran teachers who
have now achieved more manageable assignments (Schlechty and
Vance 1983). Further, there is little collaboration between veteran and
novice teachers (Adams 1982), and what collaboration there is often
dissolves into simple mimicry of veteran practices. Beginning teachers
tend to make practical, survival kinds of decisions to ease the anxieties
of their early vears of teaching (Joyce and Clift 1984). They are often
left to fend for themselves without the support of the teacher education
faculty who helped them move through the preservice program (Yarger
1982). In addition, they are faced with inadequate time for planning,
reflection, and further growth, as well as a lack of powerful teacher
models to help them achieve expertise in teaching (Howey, Bents, and
Corrigan 1979).
This profile of the beginning teacher is well codified in many studies
on the problems experienced by beginning te’ ~hers (Veenman 1984)
and the modest effects of initial teacher preparation in assisting begin-
ners with the complexities of the classroom (Howey, Matthes, and
Zimpher 1987). It is no wonder, then, that attrition during the early
years of teaching is remarkably high. Several years ago, accounts of the
beginning teacher exodus were documented (Morris 1982): 50 percent
of new teachers in the United States will not be in the classroom five
years later. Haberman (1987) places this figure at closer to three years
for entering teachers in urban districts.
More convincing than the obvious problems confronted by begin-
ners has been this crisis in the teacher dropout rate. It has undoubtedly
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been the impetus for many legislative initiatives to provide assistance
to entering teachers. State regulations that mandate beginning teacher
assistance programs are now evident in thirty-six states (American
Association of Colleges for Teacher Education 1988), though few of
these promulgated standards carry the necessary appropriations to
effectively fulfill the mandates. Nonetheless, entry-year program de-
signs are essentially becoming commonplace in the professional edu-
cation landscape.

These state mandates have several characteristics in common. Most
state-level programs require that all beginning teachers become en-
gaged in district-level programming to assist in their initial teaching
needs. These programs rarely invoke assistance from higher education.
Rather, districts must assume primary responsibility for ensuring that
each novice teacher is provided some form of assistance from a veteran
teacher mentor. Teacher mentors must be engaged in district-level
preparation, although special certification for teacher mentors is not
typical. Further, regulations do not specify the amount of tiie the
mentor spends with the inductee; amount of releas¢ time; special
stipends for service; or associated selection criteria, such as years of
teaching experience, classroom competence, or preparation for assum-
ing the role of mentor teacher. Rather, districts are expected to resolve
these issues locally to stay in compliance with state mandates.

In contrast to the evolving roles of teacher mentors in entry-year
programs, an alternative approach has arisen—"peer assistance and
review” (PAR) programs, first designed by the Toledo Public Schools in
1981 (Toledo Public Schools 1988). Similar programs have been devel-
oped in Rochester, New York (Gillet and Halkett 1989), and in two other
Ohio cities, Columbus {Foster 1985) and Cincinnati (Johnson 1988).
These :'AR programs provide initial assistance to beginning or intern
teachers through consultant teachers, who also make recommenda-
tions to a review panel regarding contract continuation for beginning
teachers. In addition, PAR programs offer assistance and assessment to
veteran intervention teachers—those who are experiencing consider-
able difficulty in the classrcom.

Though the intervention aspect of the PAR program is especially
provocative, we will not discuss it in this chapter because it is not
comparable to the focus of most mentoring programs, with which PAR
is being compared.

This chapter describes the two models, including commonalities,
unusual features, and problems and issues associated with each design.
We compare and contrast these two opposing but complementary
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approaches to beginning teacher assistance; in our discussion, we hope
to characterize the nature of emerging versions of “the new supervi-
sion”—that is, teacher-directed, collegial supervision.

What separates these two roles is the distinction made between
assistance and assessment, one we would like to highlight throughout
this chapter. Contemporary mentor designations include the following:

o Coach, positive role model, developer of talent, operer of doors,
protector, sponsor (Schien 1978).

o Trusted guide, counselor, teacher-guardian (Galvez-Hjornevik
1986).

e Colleague teacher, helping teacher, peer teacher, support teacher
(Borko 1986).

In contrast, the PAR consultant offers the same kinds of assistance
as would a mentor, while also providing periodic assessments that
ultimately factor into a review panel’s decision to retain the beginning
teacher on a regular contract.

In many ways, these two roles exemplity a dilemma present in the
supervision literature over time-—that s, the degree to which the roles
of formative assistance and summative evaluation can or should be
manifested in the same individual. Sergiovanni and Starratt (1988)
directly address the issue:

Evaluation is an integral part of supervision, and this reality cannot

be ignored by supervisors and teachers. Indeed, attempts to mask

evaluation aspects of supervision by not using the term or by denying

that evaluation occurs or by declaring that evaluation is reserved only

for the annual administrative review of one’s teaching will not be

convincing. Despite the rhetoric, everyone involved knows that evalu-
ation is part of the process of supervision (pp. 350-351).

Oliva (1989) discusses two views of supervision:

« Nonevaluative supervision consists of helping teachers improve
instruction through giving feedback from classroom observations—a
form of consultative or formative review.

e Supervision with evaluation includes administrative assessments
for the purpose of making personnel decisions and determining con-
tract renewal, merit pay, assignments, and placements on career lad-
ders. This approach separates staff authority (formative assistance)
from line authority (evaluative review), separating “the helping rela-
tionship from the administrative dimension” (p. 54).

Our view is that new constructs of teachers supervising teachers
attempt to achieve these same separations, however successfully. That
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1s, mentors give formative assistance and should not be engaged in
assessment. PAR consultants, alternately, give summative assessment;
thus, their “assistance” is suspect. The controversy surrounding the PAR
approach was apparent in a recent, heated debate in the Ohio General
Assembly (Schmidt 1990) between the two state affiliates of the Ameri-
can Federation of Teachers (AFT) and the Nationa! Education Associa-
tion (NEA). The issue was over whether teachers engaged in the
assessment of their colleagues (typical of the PAR programs in Toledo,
Cincinnati. and Columbus) were in fact violating fair labor practices,
with employees assessing employees, thus leaving union members
without union job protection. According to Schmidt, the Ohio NEA
(OEA) affiliate believed that the responsibility to renew teacher con-
tracts should be left to the school administration:

“Our position is that teachers who evaluate other teachers should do

so for the purpose of improving the performance of the teacher being

evaluated.” . . . [The affiliate] assert{ed] that teachers who know that

their evaluators could eventually recommend their discharge will be

Jess likely to discuss the difficulties they are encountering (Schmidt
1990, p. 22).

Schmidt's article closes by acknowledging that OEA’ largest local, the
Columbus Education Association—in its fifth year of a peer review
pregram—strongly opposed its parent organization (in this case, the
OEA) in this debate.

Thus the seeds for this chapter. Qur first treatise is that variations
on the old theme of instructional supervision are emerging and are
fueled primarily by teachers’ assuming a more direct role in supervisory
practice.

Our second treatise reflects a divergence in opinion and practice
regarding the separation/integration of formative and summative su-
pervision, that is, the potential blending of assistanze and assessment.
These, we suggest, ave the inherent ends of a supervision continuum
illustrated by a mentoring model (assistaiice) and a PAR consultant
model (the merger of assistance and assessment) of teacher-directed,
collegial supervision.

A Mentoring Model

The evolution of the mentoring project described here is well
documented in the myriad progress reports and other summaries
required of federally funded projects from the U.S. Department of
Education’s Office of Educational Research and Improvement (Zim-
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pher 1988). Because this project is reasonably representative of many
mentoring programs, we profile it here as a model on the “assistance”
end of the supervision continuum,

The Franklin County/Ohio State University {OSU) Induction Year
Program was a three-year collaborative effort between The Ohio State
University and five local school districts in the adjacent county area.
The University enlisted 100 dyads of mentor teachers and beginning
teachers during the first year of the project and then two additional
groups of beginning teachers and newly trained mentors in the remain-
ing years. The project began through conversations with superinien-
dent representatives and local teachers association presidents inthe five
participating districts. These districts formed local coordinating coun-
cils that currently oversee the established entry-year programs, now
that federal funding has expired.

Two groups were critical to this project: the beginning teachers and
the mentors. To stimulate as much involvement in the project as
possible, the planners defined the terms inductee or new teacher as
broadly as possible:

1. Teachers assuming a first-year teaching assignment, typically
immediately following graduation and serving under a provisional
teaching certificate.

2. Teachers with some teaching experience who had been on leave
from teaching for several years and who, upon returning to the class-
room, may have experienced some reentry problems.

3. Teachers assuming major new substantive assignments as a
result of recertification or significantly new teaching assignments, such
as teachers new to a district, new to a building, or new to a grade level
or subject area.

Project planners described the nentor teacher as an experienced
teacher who is “a master of the craft of teaching and personable in
dealing with other teachers; an empathetic individual who understands
the needs of the mentorship role” (Zimpher and Reiger 1988). Planners
also took special care to ensure that the mentor role was not that of an
evaluator and that the mentor had no part in personnel decisions. Thus
the teacher mentor was viewed as a supportive advocate for the begin-
ning teacher.

Mentor teachers were chosen in one of three ways: (1) by adminis-
trators. (2) by administrators and teacher representatives who selected
the teachers collaboratively, or (3) by teachers’ direcily volunteering.
Mentors and inductees were matched as much as possible by subject
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area, grade level, building assignment, and other common grounds for
affiliation. As well, project planners developed guidelines for mentor
service, including the nature of support and facilitation, interpersonal
support, assistaince with classroom management, planning and teach-
ing concerns, time management, community orientations, materials
development, and weekly sharing and feedback sessions. However,
resou:ces were not available for release time to allow the dyads to work
together during school hours; nor were mentors provided additional
stipends or otlier contractual support.

Finally, mentor teachers participated in a year-long program of
professional development offered by OSU to help the teachers more
effectively serve in their mentoring roles. Beginning teachers also
participated in a professional development course during the first year.
However, during the subsequent two years, a select group of teacher
mentors sought to fulfill even more challenging leadership roles for the
project, and in turn became mentor trainers (members of a teacher
leadership cadre) for the remaining participating mentors, who in turn
provided direct instruction and support for the participating beginning
teachers. Ultimately, project staff determined that it was equally effec-
tive to provide assistance to inductees almost exclusively through the
vehicle of the mentor teacher as through direct university instruction
(Stallion 1987).

A PAR Consultant Model

As noted earlier, the Toledo Public Schools initiated a peer assis-
tance and review program in 1981 that has since become a template for
successful programs in Rochester, Cincinnati, and Columbus. Initially,
the Toledo Federation of Teachers negotiated with the administration
a new approach to teacher evaluation, offering assistance and assess-
ment to two groups of teachers. According to McCormick (1985), the
Toledo plan uses “a controversial, but apparently effective, combination
of rigorous evaluation, training for new teachers, remediation for
veteran teachers, and peer review in an effort to sweep the faculty clean
of incompetents” (p. 19). By the school district’s account, “the Toledo
Plan provides a formula for professional development of beginning
teachers and an evaluation system that detects and screens out those
who show little aptitude for the classroom” (Toiedo Public Schools
1988, p. iii). We have used elements from the Ohio and New York
programs to show characteristics of this approach to peer assistance.
Typically, teachers are selected for participation as PAR consultants
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through an application and selection process. This and other adminis-
trative aspects of the program are guided by a PAR panel. In Columbus,
for instance, this panel includes three central office administrative
representatives and four teacher representatives. All decisions of the
panel must be by a two-thirds vote, so the members must strive for a
cooperative relationship. The chair of the PAR panel rotates annually
between the union president and the superintendent’s designee. Ulti-
mately, all reviews and recommendations to continue contracts for
intern or intervention teachers are directed to the PAR panel, which
makes the final decision about renewal. This p cess bypasses tradi-
tional patterns of building principals’ determining contract renewal. (In
Ohio, however, state law requires that termination or contractr - ewal
recommended by the PAR panel ultimately reside with the superinten-
dent and the school board.) Through both negotiated agreements and
consensual agreement, at least in Columbus and Toledo, either party to
the agreement can recommend withdrawal of the program, in which
event the program would be terminated.

PAR ronsultants are selected from the active ranks of classroom
teachers. As noted earlier, these consultants serve a three-year term,
with full release from the classroom during those years. As of the
1990-91 school year, PAR consultants in Columbus received an addi-
tional stipend of $4,000. In all but the Columbus district, serving as a
PAR consultant is pait of a more elaborate career ladder initiative, an
idea that is pending in Columbus, as well. The caseload for PAR
consultants is typically ten to fourteen beginning teachers, with a range
of eight to twenty. In this program, consultants work across five do-
mains of preparation to enhance their effectiveness with the intern and
intervention teachers, as follows:

e Classroom processes

e Instructional supervision

¢ Adult development

o Inquiry orientations to teaching

o Selected local needs (Howey and Zimpher 1989)

In some instances, particularly in Toledo and Columbus, actual
continuing professional development is extended to b2ginning teachers
through the efforts of the PAR consultants. In Columbus, the consult-
ants have offered an extended “course” for all beginning teac. rs in
collaboration with faculty members at OSU. For instance, in the 1989-
90 school year, this course focused specifically on action research as a
vehicle for reflecting on classroom practice, although the focus of
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professional development for PAR consultants varies each year. PAR
consultants in Columbus have also initiated a “PAR Plus” program, in
which consultants also supervise a limited number of OSU student
teachers as part of their caseload.

PAR consultants typically observe intern teachers or hold confer-
ences with them at least weekly. It is not unusual, in a difficult case, for
a PAR consultant to submit as many as fifty to sixty observation analyses
for a single intern. Consultants are matched with interns on the basis
of instructional experience (i.e., elementary consultants typically work
with elementary level interns) and, where possible, by subject area
expertise. In Toledo, as elsewhere, “the evaluation process is one of
continuous mutual goal-setting based on detailed observations and
follow-up conferences” (Toledo Public Schools 1988, p. vi). Other par-
ticipating districts have a compilation of forms, as well, that are used
in the consultations. Areas of concern in PAR review in Columbus
include the following:

e Teaching performance

e Pupil relations

¢ Management activities

e Overall value to the school program

e Personal characteristics

¢ Staff relations

e Parent-community relations

e Professional growth

As of 1990, the attrition rate for beginning teachers attributable to
the peer assistance and review process is about 5 percent (5.4 percent
in Columbus). Many of these teachers (3 percent) make an individual
decision to leave the profession after receiving feedback in the PAR
program.

A Comparison of the Two Models:
Issues and Pitfalls

Fundamental to our discussion are the particular attributes that
define emerging supervisory roles that are essentially teacher-directed
and collegial in nature—as well as differences between roles that offer
assistance only and roles that combine assistance and assessment.
Though the issues and pitfalls we discuss are not necessarily “common”
for both models, they reflect what we believe to be some important
preconditions for programs of collegial supervision to function
effectively.
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The Assessment-Versus-Assistance Dilemma

From the outset, the Franklin County/OSU effort rejected the no-
tion of incorporating both assistance and assessment, largely because
the prerogatives of the teachers associations included no directive on
this issue. Before the project began, teachers had not advocated for such
an assessment role; nor did they appear to want such a role. The only
irony worth reporting is that repeatedly, at the culmination of a year's
work in a role that was to be strictly assistance oriented, mentors
complained about their lack of involvement in the principal’s decisions
on contract renewal for the beginning teachers in the program (remi-
niscent of the old saw, “You can't have it both ways”).

In contrast, the PAR programs grew out of precisely the dilemma
the mentor program sought to avoid. As Dal Lawrence, the president of
the Toledo Federation, observed: “We felt that before teaching could
become a profession, teachers had to have some responsibility and
voice in determining who was good enough to become a practitioner”
(Olson 1989). Though this is not a popular viewpoint among all educa-
tors, it is squarely the position of the AFT and, more recently, the NEA.
Clearly, Keith Geiger, current NEA president, is eager for the member-
ship to assume more direct responsibility for continuing teacher pro-
fessional development, as evidenced in an annual convention address:
“My fellow delegates, for this year and next year and all the years of this
decade . . . give us the tools and we will finish the job!” (Geiger 1990).

implications for the Role of Principals

The school effectiveness literature has placed considerable empha-
sis on the role of the principal as an instructional leacer. Given this
emphasis, principals and teachers would naturally need to enter into
negotiations as mentoring and PAR consultant roles become more
pervasive. In district after district, the reactions of principals have been
chronicled, including Adam Urbanski's observations as president of the
Rochester teachers association: “What we have here is an attempt by
administrators to scuttle this program because of fear that it encroaches
on their turf” (Rodman 1987).

In Cincinnati, one central administrator observed, “The process set
up the administrative staff to feel like losers. The principals and line
staff felt :hat the board had given away all their authority” (Johnson
1988).

AFT President Al Shanker stated: “If employees are no longer
merely told what to do, but are now given responsibility for planning,
executing and evaluating their work, it’s not surprising to find that the
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old foreman or plant manager believes that a new scheme just won't
work unless he’s on top of it all—unless he’s supervising it” (Shanker
1987).

Particularly with peer review programs, the role of the principal
does in fact shift, in that additional assistance for observations and
evaluations for beginning teachers is carried out through the PAR
consultant. And, by the contract, the role of the principal is not consid-
ered in these review proceedings. In actuality, most PAR consultants in
the Columbus program (and, we suspect, elsewhere as well) regularly
report consultations with principals. Concomitantly, principals regu-
larly concede that without the presence of the PAR consultant much of
the assistance and assessment responsibilities that might otherwise fall
to the principal would never get done.

Collegial Relations

In initial studies of teachers serving in peer supervisory roles,
Devaney (1987) reported that teachers had difficulty giving critical
feedback to their peers. Explanations for this situation derived from
long-held views of teacher equality: “A teacher is a teacher is a teacher.”
Resistance to differeniiation of roles came in the form of not wanting
to cast one teacher as somehow “better” than another, or, as Futrell once
observed about the Carnegie jcad teacher concept, “It suggests that
some teachers are more equal than others” (Devaney 1987). In Toledo,
there was an attempt to avoid these kinds of connotations, particularly
emanating from “master texcher” designations. “We didn’t want to
cause professional jealousy . . even though [consulting teachers]
clearly are exceptional” (McCormick 1985). Thus, the terms mentor,
consultant, or “teachers helping teachers” evolved in the regular lexicon.
Much more could be said about the relational differences and the kind
of preparation that could be helpful to teachers as they assume these
supervisory leadership roles, but these topics are dealt with in more
depth elsewhere (Howey 1988, Zimpher 1988).

Selection and Preparation

Collegial relations can be tempered considerably by the degree of
specificity associated with the selection and preparation of mentors and
consultants. For instance, if some mentors are volunteers, as in the
mentoring program described, then levels of expertise are not made
clear and questions arise about what qualities separate an exemplary
teacher from other teachers. In both mentor and PAR programs, selec-
tion criteria could be refined to rule out possible problems with district
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politics and collegial tensiuns. In the PAR programs, the criteria are well
¢xplicated, although more descriptive and valid measures of the criteria
are needed. For example, what is the best way to determine the teacher
supervisors’ disposition toward effective teaching, their ability to work
well in collegial situations, their interest in continuing professional
development, or the respect held for these candidates by their col-
leagues? These issues continually need to be addressed in these
programs.

The issue of professional development is also critical to the success
of peer review and mentor programs. Surely one criterion for selection
as a teacher supervisor ought to be the willingness of candidates to
extend their own professional development, but what would be the
nature of the preparation program?

Conceptions of Good Teaching

It is difficult to conceive of an assistance/assessment program
ultimately achieving instructional improvement among school learners
in the absence of a clear conception of effective teaching. As Dal
Lawrence (“Teacher Excellence” 1984) acknowledges, “We don't try to
tell an intern what is the best technique. The consulting teachers know
that their goal is not to make covies of thernselves. We present the kinds
of things that work in the classroom.” Still, “what works” in the class-
room is subject to wide interpretation.

A question remains: To what degree can supervisory .cachers ar-
ticulate what constitutes effective teaching and learning in their dis-
trict? One effort to provide a focus for supervisory practice is
exemplified by the Schenley High School Teacher Center in Pittsburgh.
At this center, through peer instructional assistance, teachers partici-
pate in the Pittsburgh Research-based Instructional Supervisory Model
(PRISM). Though this model is derived from research on effective
teaching (Wallace, Young, Johnston, LeMahieu, and Beckel 1984) and
Madeline Hunter’s instructional supervision, it does not address all the
complexities of classroom instruction (Mandeville and Rivers 1989).
Many peer assistance programs need more of an emphasis on clarifying
conceptions of teaching and learning rather than producing the myriad
evaluation forms and schedules used in most programs. As peer assis-
tance programs continue to unfold, participants must attend to these
instructional issues.
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conditions for Service

What conditions are necessary for a peer assistance p:7 - 'n to
work? Districts need to work out problems related to resou,.~ . .ime,
and placement, among other issues. First, resources to support coliegial
supervision programs are critical to the effective access of mentors or
consultants to beginning teachers. Teachers need time together to
observe and discuss each other’s instruction. Programs that give the
designation without the appropriations to do the job well doa disservice
to the whole notion of peer supervision.

Second, finding the “right” combination of teacher time is also an
issue. In the PAR programs, teachers serve exclusively as consultants
for three years. Thus they are vulnerable to the very criticism lodged at
most administrative supervisors—"out of touch with the realities of the
classroom.” Further, the transition back to the classroom can be trau-
matic: teachers who have developed considerable skill in instructional
supervision find little opportunity to put these new skills to use. The
potential of mixing ongoing classroom activity with a partial released-
time contract is an appealing way to retain credibility in the program
and, at the same time, retain the best teachers partially in the classroom
while meeting the needs of beginning teachers.

Third, the effectiveness of mentoring and consultant programs is
related to the problems their services are intended to solve. For instance,
the problems associated with the beginning years of teaching often
result from the less than desirable placements given to new teachers
when they enter a district. Thus, PAR consultants, for instance, are
expected to help a beginr... solve instructional problems that often
emanate fror: poor district placements more than inadequate prepara-
tion or ineffectual delivery. Adam Urbanski in Roches:er suggests that
reallv ne most experienced, veteran teachers—the “Clint Eastwoods of
teac’ ing” (quoted by Bradley 1989)—should be placed in the most
difficult positions, not novitiates.

Finally, resourccs will also ultimately determine the degree to
which success in these programs has actually been achieved. This is a
long-range question about the ultimate impact of these programs on
the improved learning abilities of school-aged youth. As the vice presi-
dent of the Roche:*er Board of Education observed. “What we need to
be able to demonstrate, if we're going to keep all these people suppor-
tive, is that we in fact are making incremental progress” (Bradley 1989).
This is a critical dimension of any effective supervision program. The
effects on student learning most assuredly will spell the demise or future
of peer supervision programs. The continual documentation of pro-
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gram effects will be essential as teachers continue to take more direct
responsibility for their own professional development.
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Restructuring Student
Teaching Sxperiences

Amy Bemstein Colton and Georgea Sparks-Langer

ocay’s schools are becoming more and more complex. Just one of

the many changes is in the demographics of the student popula-
tion. Teachers are being =xpected to work with more students whose
language is not English, whose families are poor, and whose cultural
backgrounds differ from their own (Kennedy 1991). Another change
involves site-based school management; teachers are being encouraged
to make more of the major decisions affecting the schools in which they
work.

To be successful in such complex situations, teachers cannot simply
rely on solitions provided by others. Instead, teachers must be able to
make thes  ~n judgments based on thoughtful inquiry, analysis, and
assessment. We believe student teaching practices need to change to
develop a thoughtful, self-directed professional who canrise to the many
challenges posed by today's schools.

In this chapter,! we present a description of the skills and attitudes
needed by thoughtful, self-directed teachers. Next we briefly describe a
constructivist view of student teaching supervision—an outlook and
process that enables student teachers to construct their own meaning
out of their teaching experiences. Then, we provide ideas for preparing
supervisory teachers? for this new role and ideas for restructuring
student teaching experiences. Finally, we propose recommendations for
future practice in student teaching supervision.

TWe wish to thank Art Costa and Bob Garmston for their comments on an earlier draft of
this ghapler.

When we refer to “supervisors,” we are including both teachers and university personnel
who work with student teachers.
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The Vision: A Self-Directed Teacher

Given the changes in today's schools, it is clear that universities and
schools need to work together to prepare future and current teachers
to take on a more active and thoughtful rele. The first step involves
creating a clear image of the mental skills and attitudes needed by
student teachers and clarifying the predispositions and abilities needed
by the supervisors who work with them.

We see the teacher of the future as a self-directed person who is
intrinsically motivated to analyze a situation, set goals, plan and moni-
tor actions, evaluate results, and reflect on his own professional think-
ing. As a part of this process, the teacher also considers the immediate
and long-term social and ethical implications of his actions. Such a
person explores a variety of possible actions—and their consequences—
before choosing one. This person is not afraid to take risks and try new
ideas. He is also eager and willing to construct new knowledge vy
sharing ideas and questions with others as a means of growing profes-
sionally.

How might this professional behave in a classroom? Let's take an
example of a typical classroom situation—two girls talking in the back
of theroom while the teacher is conducting a class discussion. A teacher
might simply conclude that the students are being disruptive and walk
to their desks in the hope of stopping the misbehavior. A self-directed
teacher, however, might consider several alternative reasons for the
behavior before taking action. He might hypothesize that the students
are talking because they are confused about the teacher’s presentation.
He might check out his hunch by observing and listening to the students’
interaction more carefully. If the teacher decides the students were
confused, he will consider possible actions and mentally play out the
consequences of each. Based on this analysis, he may choose to clarify
the point the students were discussing. The teacher could then observe
the students’ reaction and evaluate whether the clarification hau the
desired result. Further action will depend on what the teacher sees and
how he interprets the students’ behavior. If the situation does not
improve, he might later consult with the students themselves or other
teachers to find new ways of thinking about this problem. Finally, he
examines his own thinking process—how he framed the problem, chose
actions, and interpreted the results. Through these reflections, he may
construct new understandings about solving similar problems.
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Theoretical Underpinnings:
Cconstruction of Meaning

How do people analyze the events in their environment to construct
meaning and plan appropriate actions?

Recent research on cognitive psychology (e.g., Brown, Collins, and
Duguid 1989), teacher thinking (e.g., Lampert and Clark 1990), and
critical theory (e.g., Van der Veer and Valsiner 1988), points to four ways
that teachers construct meaning and make decisions in their daily
functioning:

1. Meaning is created through the interaction between the mind and
the surrounding environment. Teachers develop mental repre-
sentations—or theories—that enable them to interpret commonly en-
countered teaching situations. According to Shulman (1987), a
teacher’s mental representations (or theories) include information
about subject matter knowledge, teaching methods and theories, char-
acteristics of learners, and so forth. Teachers also use their life values
and morals when interpreting experiences and making decisions for
action—for example, conceptions of justice, democratic ideals, and
ethics (McLaren 1989).

2. Meaning is determined by the surrounding cultural context
(McLaren 1989). Teachers must master the tools of their culture to
behave in a socially acceptable and effective manner. Shulman (1986)
referred to these tools as the maxims and norms of the environment.
Maxims are ideas that have never been confirmed; moreover, they
would be difficult to confirm through research. For example, consider
this advice commonly given to new teachers: “Never smile before
Christmas” and “Never turn your back to your students when writing
on the blackboard.” Norms identify what in the immediate culture is
morally and ethically right; for example, “Don’t embarrass a child in
front of her peers” and “All students can learn with the proper
instruction.”

3. Meaning is constructed through metacognition—teacher plan-
ning, monitoring, and evaluation of thinking processes. The teacher
must first be willing to stretch his current understandings in a {lexible
manner. He will not be content to accept his initial interpretation
without first considering alternative interpretations (or “frames,”
Schén 1987) of a problem. He then internally tests out his options for
future action. The teacher is not afraid to experiment to test out new
ideas, even if it means risking failure.
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4. Meaning is developed through social interaction with respected
others. This social interaction is crucial to the development of a student
teacher. The supervisor’s discussions with the student teacher have
great potential for helping him become a thoughtful, self-directed
teacher. This process of gradually moving a novice to greater levels of
competence is called guided participation (Rogoff 1990).

Guided Participation

In guided participation, an experienced mentor assesses the level
of the beginner and gradually moves him to higher levels of cognitive
functioning. This process requires active collaboration, interpersonal
skills, the ability to assess another’s developmental level, and interactive
dialogue.

Through active collaboration, the individual learning the tools of
the culture interacts with a supervisor who is more skilled and knowl-
edgeable about the tools. The supervisor builds bridges (or scaffolding)
from what the student already understands about teaching and the
school culture to new understandings and skills. The supervisor pro-
vides emotional cues about the nature of the situations, nonverbal
models of how to behave, verbal and nonverbal interpretations of
behaviors and events, and verbal labels that classify objects and events.
This bridging occurs in the “zone of proxinial development” (Vygotsky
1978)—the mental “distance” between a person’s current problem-
solving ability and the ability the person can achieve if coached and
supported by a more skilled individual.

A student teacher progresses most effectively through the zone
when a trusting relationship has been established with the supervisor.
Trust is the main building block for the maintenance of a positive
self-esteem (Borba 1989). Without a positiv: self-esteem, the student
teacher will not be willing to try new ideas and take risks. To maintain
trust, the supervisor must first actively listen to what the student teacher
says. Then the supervisor must take what data she hears and artfully
push the student to take risks and try new ideas without asking the
student to take on too much. This requires the ability to diagnose where
the student is on a developmental continuum.

Initially, the supervisor becomes the conscience for the student—in
essence, a “second mind.” The supervisor guides the student to consider
alternative interpretations and encourages him to take risks in an
atmosphere of trust. This guidance includes discussions and modeling
of the thinking the supervisor performs in her own planning and
decision making. Over time, more and more of the decision making and
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responsibility are relinquished to the student teacher. At the end of the
process, the student has acquired the necessary mental representations
to interpret information, set goals, and assess his actions and thinking
on his own.

During guided participation, the two individuals often enter the
situation with different perspectives. It is the sharing of these perspec-
tives in tandem with the trust established that helps both peopie refine
or change their mental representations about teaching. By engaging in
dia'ogue, both supervisor and student teacher have a chance to share
and understand the divergent ideas. Miller (1987) calls this process
“argumentation.” Argumentation often leads to reinterpretation of the
issues at stake. This process might lead to new and creative solutions,
resulting in the cognitive growth of both participants.

A Concrete Example

What might this process of guided participation look like? Let's
return to the classroom where, this time, a student teacher sees two girls
ralking in the back of the room. The student teacher immediately walks
over to the students and asks them to stop. The students stop talking
only until the teacher walks away from their immediate area. The
supervisor observes this situation and makes a note to discuss it with
the student teacher after class.

The supervisor begins the discussion by asking the student, “What
were you thinking of when you moved to the back of the room where
the two students were talking?”

The student might respond, “I learned in my last education class
that when two students are talking, they are not paying attention to your
lesson; and the way to stop the talking is to stand next to them.”

The supervisor asks the student to describe the result of that action.
The student recognizes that it only stopped the misbehavior momen-
tarily and that as soon as he walked away, the talking began again. The
student is baffled and not sure what else he should have done. The
supervisor follows this up with further questions to assess what ideas
are influencing the student’s thinking (prior experiences, university
course work, personal values, a hunch), and to determine what addi-
tional guidance the student aeeds.

It becomes apparent to the supervisor that the student has not
considered anything about the students themselves. He has only
thought about what he has experienced and his personal values. The
supervisor then asks the student teacher what he knows about the two
students in the back of the room—Was talking out of turn a normal
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behavior for them? The supervisor is thus becoming the conscience for
the student teacher by asking the questions it is hoped the student will
ultimately ask himself as he makes decisions with his own pupils.

The light goes on in the student teacher’s head. The talking is not
typical behavior for the two pupils. He realizes there must be something
else going on. It dawns on the student teacher that the two disruptive
students are best friends, and one of them had been out sick for a week.
Perhaps the friend was trying to get the homework assignment. He
guesses this is a more probable explanation. This interpretation had not
occurred to the supervisor. Together they check out this hypothesis and
confirm it with the students. Then they design a system for absent
students to get homework assignments.

There are five points we wish to make about this interaction.

1. The supervisor assessed the student teacher’s developmental level
in the “zone of proximal development” and determined how she could
support and guide the student to a higher point.

2. The supervisor never gave the student teacher the answer, but
rather guided the student’s thinking so that the student would feel
encouraged that, with practice, he too could interpret complex situ-
ations. The supervisor became the second mind for the student by
identifying what mental representations the student teacher was using
to interpret the situation and then asking open-ended questions to
encourage a “reframing” of the event. Not once was the student asked
to take a developmental leap that was too large.

3. The open-ended questions allowed the supervisor to model her
own thinking for the student. The student heard first-hand the ques-
tions a thoughtful, self-directed professional asks while interpreting
classroom events and planning a course of action.

4. Through collaborative problem solving and argumentation, a
new interpretation of the situation was discovered. This process can be
referred to as “co-construction of meaning” (Miller 1987).

5. Neither individual in the pair would have grown professionally
if the trusting relationship had not been well established and
maintained.

Professional growth is encouraged through supervisory practices
that have proved helpful in a Michigan school district, as described in
the next section.
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Supervisory Practices

Over the past six years, we have joined with Ann Arbor (Michigan)
Public School teachers and Eastern Michigan University faculty to
inquire into practices that promote reflective thinking in prestudent
teachers, student teachers, and supervising teachers (see Sparks-
Langer, Simmons, Pasch, Colton, and Starko 1990). We began our
inquiry with courses, seminars, and informal dialogue with supervising
teachers (see Colton, Sparks-Langer, Tripp-Opple, and Simmons 1989).
These experiences resulted in three insights. We belicve supervising
teachers need to be able to: (1) become more conscious of their own
thinking and become more self-directed, (2) clearly explain their own
professional thinking, and (3) promote thoughtful self-directed behav-
ior in others. These became the goals of our training for supervising
teachers.

supervisor Training

As a result of the seminars and inquiry activities, we designed four
days of training for supervising teachers. We start with readings and
discussion of the characteristics of thoughtful, self-directed teachers
and the theoretical underpinnings described previously (see Sparks-
Langer and Colton 1991). As we examine these ideas, teachers begin to
fit them into their own experiences and modify their theories or mental
representations of how people learn. Together, we come to a cominon
understanding of the kind of student teacher we hope to develop.

Next we begin a section on interpersonal skills—a key factor in
guided participation. Student teachers are often so tense and self-con-
scious that they find it difficult to relax and let their minds function
flexibly. The course includes communication strategies for building
rapport, such as mirroring body language and tone and active listening.
We emphasize that maintaining trust is crucial for encouraging risk
taking, further movement through the zone of proximal development,
and developing or maintaining a positive self-esteem.

In the training, we also share information on self-esteem—what
signals low self-esteem, and how to bolster a student teacher’s lack of
self-confidence. We discuss and practice strategies that can help student
teachers to affirm their own worth as they struggle with the many
challenges and dilemmas of teaching.

We then focus on how dialogue can promote metacognitive prob-
lem solving through engaging mental representations, analyzing cul-
tural norms, and probing personal beliefs. In a “helping trio” activity,
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teachers work with each other to frame, define, reframe (Schén 1987),
and analyze a persistent classroom problem without offering sugges-
tions or solutions. Thus, the idea of stepping back from a problem and
examining it from various perspectives is seen as crucial to self-directed
professional functioning.

Our model of observaticn and supervision is strongly influenced by
Cognitive Coaching (Costa and Gzrmston 1988, Sparks 1989). Cognitive
Coaching requires the supervisor to ask mediating questions—nonjudg-
mental, open-ended questions that encourage the student teacher to
delve into his professional mental representations and values to try to
explain why he acted as he did and why the students reacted as they
did. There is a minimum of “supervisor talk” or direct teaching by the
coach during the conferences. The intent is to encourage the student
teacher to explore his thinking in the interest of becoming more self-
directed.

Cognitive Coaching includes a preobservation conference designed
to achieve four goals: (1) to model questions a teacher would routinely
ask himself about the lesson, (2) to assess what knowledge the student
teacher can bring to the situation and identify possible areas for further
guidance and problem solving, (3) to guide the student to consider other
important information, and (4) to pinpoint a focus for the superviscr's
observation. These questions give the student teacher practice in ana-
lyzing the thinking and values that led up to his decisions about lesson
goals, activities, and assessment. Ultimately, he will automatically ask
himself such questions—the essence of a self-directed professional.

In addition to the preconference, we also teach supervisors various
observation strategies (Stallings, Needels, and Sparks 1987) so that
appropriate, objective data can be used in the discussions that follow.
After practicing these instruments in simulated teaching situations, we
discuss how to modify them to collect information on various aspects
of teaching and learning.

The post-observation conference is taught and practiced next.
Again, there are three goals: (1) to model the metacognitive questions
of a self-directed teacher, (2) to assess what dir:ction to take as the
conference proceeds, and (3) to identify the next steps in the coach-
ing/teaching of the novice. Throughout the conference, probing ques-
tions require "ie student teacher to articulate the thinking behind the
decisions he iade.

First, the supervisor engages the novice in metacognition by asking
how he felt about the lesson, what went as planned, and what the
student teacher did that brought about .hat result. Then aspects that
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were disappointing are analyzed by the student with prompting and
probing—but no judgment—by the supervisor.

After this opening, the supervisor must choose between a more
direct style and a continuation of the less direct mediating questions.
The choice will depend on the level of trust, confidence, conceptual
sophistication, and background knowledge of the student teacher. The
more direct approach may include reinforcement of skills or concepts
or direct instruction in skills and concepts.

In the less directive approach, the supervisor would invite the
student teacher to examine the observation data, using open-ended
questions to encourage vari us interpretations (framing and reframing)
of the data, and an awareness of his thinking processes.

As the conference closes, the supervisor and student identify future
steps for growth—for example, techniques or ideas that need to be
practiced or thought about more deeply. They may also discuss future
directions for the next coaching session. Finally, the supervisor asks the
student teacher to describe which parts of the conference were espe-
cially helpful and if there are any changes that should be made. This
helps the supervisor assess her own progress as a coach and provides a
model of the teacher as a continuous learner. The conference thus
enables both parties to grow and learn professionally.

After the training, monthly meetings allow ¢ ypervisors to continue
to improve as they discuss current challenges, concerns, and needs with
other supetvisors. Cases are generated and strategies are discussed. A
final source of support is provided by the trainer, who coaches the
supervisors as they ¢ . duct a pre- and post-obs~rvation conference.
Such coaching he!ps the supervising teacher hone the new skills and
attitudes that promote thoughtful, self-directed thinking in student
teachers.

pevelopmental Activities for Student Teachers

A common shortcoming of many student teaching programs is the
lack of (1) a conceptual framework (or theoretical underpinnings) and
(2) developmental activities that move the student teacher toward
identified goals (Goodlad 199C). We reasoned that student teachers
could be guided to construct their own theories and interpretations of
their experiences through specific developmental assignments that
become progressively more complex.

The assigr.ments we designed are divided into three phases of the
fifteen-week student teaching semester. During the early phase, the
student teacher spends much of his time observing the supervisor teach
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and listening to the supervisor talk aloud about her thinking and
interpretations—for example, what was considered as she planned the
lesson and why, what changes were made during the lesson and why,
and how she felt the lesson went. Through this process, the student can
see that such decisions require a great amount of mental effort and are
based on one’s own mental representations, personal values, and cul-
tural norms. The student also experiences active collaboration as the
pair co-construct meaning out of their classroom experiences.

Also during the early phase. the student teacher helps individual
students and takes over the si. *pler routines. The practice of these
routines (e.g., distributing materials) eventually allows the student
teacher to perform them with little mental effort, thus freeing his mind
to consider some of the more complex aspects of the classroom (e.g.,
equity in giving students individual attention).

Finally, the student plans a direct lesson (based on Madeline Hunter
and Mastery Learnir.g), which is videotaped for analysis. The supervi-
sor's conferencing style may be more directive at this phase if the
student has little knowledge, comfort, or experience with which to
analyze the events of the day.

An important component of this first phase (and all phases) is the
journal kept by the student teacher. We see writing journals as internal
dialogue with oneself. The journal is an intermediate step that leads to
the development of new mental representations and metacognition.

We have experimented with various approaches to keeping jour-
nals, from very structured “reflection journals” to open-ended, free-as-
sociation logs that are exchanged and responded to by all
parties—teacher, student teacher, and university professor. Ideally, stu-
dents should continue to write in the journals throughout the semester.
Their reflections become more focused as the student teackers con-
struct meaning in the social context of teaching through framing
questions, experimenting, and pondering dilemmas. It is important that
the supervisor review and make comments in the journal on a regular
basis.

During the middle five weeks of student teaching, the student takes
on the teaching of one to three subject areas or class periods. Two formal
observations are conducted, one of an inductive lesson, and one of a
cooperative learning lesson. The conterencing style now becomes less
directive; the student teacher is given more responsibility for interpret-
ing and explaining his thinking about the teaching and learning events
of the day. Students write “lesson reflection journals,” analyzing why
aspects of the lesson were successful or unsuccessful, what conditions
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and context factors may have influenced the outcome, and what social
justice issues or democratic values may relate to the day’s events.

In the final third of the semester, the student teacher takes on the
planning and teaching of the entire curriculum. Journal writing contin-
ues as the student teacher becomes more metacognitively aware of what
he does. The student teacher plans a unit and is observed teaching a
lesson in the unit. Finally, the student teacher videotapes another lesson
foranalysis and writes a paper that compares and contrasts his behavior
and thinking in the first and last videos.

The four formal observations are not the only occasions where the
supervising teacher coaches the student teacher. Of course, during the
daily operation of the classroom the two confer, share, debate, and
reflect as they co-plan, co-teach, and co-construct new meanings. The
use of dialogue, metacognition, and problem-solving strategies are
prominent during these interactions.

Throughout all phases of the student teaching semester, four

‘themes are stressed: multiculturalism, use of technology, special-peeds
students, and professional collegiality. Supervisors model the iné?xsion
of multicultural activities and technological tools in their lessons and
coach student teachers in these areas. Supervisors also observe their
students in special education settings and plan enrichment activities for
those who are ahead of the others. Finally, student teachers attend
biweekly seminars with other student teachers and go to workshops
with their teachers to experience the value of collegial professional
learning.

Recommendations and Future Directions

We have learned several valuable lessons during the past six years.
First, it is essential that university faculty work closely with teachers in
any attempt to improve field experiences. It is, .ier all, the classroom
teacher who has the most contact with the stu¢ -.t teacher and who will
have the greatest influence on him. Too often, universities take on the
responsibility for structuring student teaching with little involvement
of teachers. Such innovations rarely get implemented or sustained as
intended. Because we worked collaboratively with teachers in review-
ing literature, creatinga conceptual framework, and designing training
and field experiences, more teachers are likely to support the innova-
tions. More important, teachers have become co-inquirers into the
process of helping a novice learn to teach. These dedicated teachers are
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writing about their experience. and what they have learned as we begin
to create a case literatiire about student teaching supervision.

We have also learned four paramount lessons about supervisory
practices:

i. Interpersonal skills are crucial to developing a trusting relation-
ship in which the student teacher feels safe to think aloud, express
concerns, and take risks. Without trust, it is difficult for the pair to
engage in problem solving or planning. This is a gradual process; but
all supervisors should have some formal training in communication
and rapport-building strategies.

2. By modeling professional thinking, journal keeping, discussion,
and small-group problem solving, supervisors can help student teachers
develop metacognition. Hearing teachers think aloud as they plan,
make decisions, and solve problems is helpful for student teachers.

3. Supervisors and student teachers should discuss specific con-
cepts and ideas in context. If one analyzes generic teaching strategies
without discussing the structure and meaning of the content being
taught, many valuable lessons are missed. Students should consider (a)
the surrounding cultural context, (b) the worth of the instructional
outcomes, and (c) the ethical and moral implications of the methods or
content.

4. Assessment processes and forms used to evaluate student teach-
ers will need to be changed to reflect this new constructivist view of
eaching. Ratings and narratives should include criteria related to the
student teacher’s capacity for creating meaningful and appropriate
interpretations of their classroom experiences. Other criteria might
include the propensity for risk taking and experimentation, goal setting,
self-analysis, and metacognition.

* % %

Supervisory practices ought to move the student teacher along a
developmental continuum, starting with less thoughtful, self-directed
and effective behavior and encouraging more reflection and more
self-directed behavior. We need more research to clearly describe typi-
ca! patterns in the development of student teachers’ thinking and
behavicr. As we describe this continuum, we will also need to create a
framework for diagnosing where the student teacher is in his develop-
ment. We will need to know more about how big a leap we can ask a
novice to take from one spot in the zone of proximal development to
another.
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Our student teaching assignments are arranged in what we think
is a developmental sequence. Yet, some students have whizzed through
the stages; and others could barely begin the process. As we continue

to study the use of structured field experiences to develop thoughtful,
self-directed professionals, we will begin to refine these developmental
stages. In turn, we will be able to refine the supervisory practices that
can help move a student toward greater effectiveness and success as a
teacher.
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Linking Preservice and
Inservice Supervision
Through Professional
Inquiry

Patricia E. Holland, Reree Clift, and Mary Lou Veal
with Marlene Johnson and Jane McCarthy

We've all seen variations on a familiar cartoon. Two hardhatted
engineers scrutinize plans and scratch their heads as they stand
at ends of completed sections oi 2 highway or a bridge or arailroad that
don't meet. This cartoon image is particularly apt these days in describ-
ing the relationship—or lack thereof—between what people learn in
preservice teacher education programs and what happens when they
work as teachers—and are subject to supervision and inservice pro-
grams.

Unfortunately, preservice and inservice programs oftcn work at
cross purposes. Teachers, especially novices who are au the most vul-
nerable point in their career, are left to figure out some way to bridge
the gap between what they lcarned about being a teacher and supervi-
sors’ expectations that professional development as a teacher is ongo-
ing. It's a lot—and many times, too much—to ask. Teachers (and also
some supervisors) who have not been prepared for supervision often
see it as something done for teachers who are “in trouble.” Not surpris-
ingly, teachers are unwilling to reveal their needs; they protect them-
selves by engaging minimally in what Garman (1981) has called the
“rituals” of supervision.
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Contradictions Between Preservice and
Inservice Supervision Programs

One way to account for this mismatch between teacher education
and supervision is to note the contradictions between what teachers
learn in most preservice programs and what is required of them when
schools undergo restructuring. Such contradictions reveal fundamen-
tally differing convictions about the nature of teachers’ work, about the
knowledge teaching requires, and about the process of learning to
teach.

Autonomy vs. Collaboration

Teacher education programs continue to reinforce the autonomy
that Drebeen (1968) says is one of the earliest things students learn in
schools. Students of education are graded fo1 their individual effort and
performance. With few exceptions, assignments and tests are solo
efforts. The student is expected to relate primarily to the teacher of a
given class, and this relationship is encouraged and rewarded through
the teacher’s power to evaluate and grade. The net effect of this structure
may be to produce teachers who can demonstrate a required degree of
knowledge and proficiency, but it also conditions students to think that
their work in teaching is appropriately done as lone adults responsible
for the youngsters in their charge.

This view, however, has continually faced challenge from modern
supervision and, now, from advocates of school restructuring. The
evolving view of supervision and restructuring is that teachers’ profes-
sional development is encouraged and enhanced by collaboration with
other adult professionals in the school work place. Whether such
collaboration occurs between a teacher and someone designated as a
supervisor—as in clinical supervision models—involves teachers work-
ing togethier in peer coaching or mentor relationships, or occursin those
few “restructured” schools where teachers have schedules affording
them time to plan and teach together, the basic interaction involves
adults working collaboratively to improve teaching. These collaborative
relationships require of teachers certain skills and attitudes necessary
for adults to work with other adults as colleagues. Preservice education,
however, does little to encourage students to develop or practice si~h
skills and attitudes; rather, traditional hierarchical roles and relation-
ships are the ones most often modeled and reinforced.
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Context-Free vs. Context-Specific Knowledge

Another contradiction between preservice and inservice programs
arises from differing notions about the kind of knowledge teaching
requires. The focus in most teacher education programs is on knowl-
edge that is context free and is exemplified by generic content and
teaching methods. Granted, some exemplary programs and indivi-
dual teacher educators offer students opportunities to explore the im-
pact on teaching practice of such contextual factors as socioeconomic
status, ethnicity, and special needs of children, particularly in contexts
that differ from the student’s own background and school experience.
And, as Shulman (1987) reports, a growing body of research suggests
that different subject matter requires knowledge of different teaching
strategies. The overvhelming message of teacher education, though, is
that knowledge of fundamental teaching methods and of subject matter
is uniformly applicable in any school setting.

Little wonder that teachers often criticize their preservice educa-
tion for not preparing them for the confusing, complex world of
schools—particularly urban, multicultural ones. Many novice teachers
fail to recognize the influence of preservice training on their practice,
and they unquestioningly accept norms of practice that allow them to
survive in their particular schools.

In recent years, teacher evaluation models masquerading as in-
structional supervision have extended into schools the view that teach-
ing requires only technical knowledge. Such models are seductively
attractive, with their grand illusion of a uniform set of teaching prac-
tices that can b= prescribed, taught, evaluated, and rewarded. However,
teachers and administrators are growing increasingly frustrated with
these models, recognizing that they neither effectively evaluate teach-
ers’ overall practice nor provide information that teachers can use to
better meet the learning needs of the students in their charge.

Genuine instructional supervision, on the other hand, has centinu-
ously affirmed the contextual nature of teaching knowledge and teach-
ers’ individual iearning needs. Such supervision, grounded in actual
events of teaching, assumes that teachers grow professionally when
they are aware of how they are actually teaching and have an opportu-
nity to study and modify their practice in the interest of students’
learning. Working together, supervisors and teachers determine what
information to collect and examine so that classroom teachers can
extend their understanding of teaching practices. This process assumes
that teachers, as well as supervisors, have learned to identify the
important elements of a given teaching context and can decide what
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information should be used to improve teaching in that context. Unfor-
tunately, many teachers enter schools unprepared to engage in such
thoughtful analysis of their practice.

Finite vs. Ongoing Learning

Yct another contradiction between teacher education and supervi-
sion resides in the way each envisions the process of learning to teach.
Implicit in preservice programs is the sense of a given tiie frame within
which one learns to be a teacher—an end state of knowledge that is
reached by graduation. The structure of preservice programs reinforces
the notion that coursework and student teaching prepare a student to
be a teacher. Once hired, novice teachers often find that conditions in
the work place reinforce that assumption. Rarely, for example, do
novice teachers find jobs in school districts where university faculty
help support and instruct beginning teachers. All too often, rovices
receive virtually no help. They are expected to teach the same number
of classes as experienced veterans, and frequently to teach the most
academically needy and difficult students.

In contrast, decades-old assumptions of supervision are now heard
again in discussions of school restructuring. These assumptions are that
learning to teach is a process continuing as long as one teaches, and
that consideration must be given to adapting school structures to meet
teachers’learning needs. Behind these assumptions is the intention that
teachers continue to increase their professional knowledge and skill
through an ongoing study of teaching—their own and others’.

The Concept of Professional Inquiry

Though we may have oversimplified the contradictions between
preservice education and inservice supervision, there is no denying that
connections between these programs are usually missing. One need
only look at the balkanization that exists between programs preparing
teachers and those preparing supervisors to see reasons for this lack of
connection. There is another conflict: universities continue to reward
research for its own sake, and schools are driven by practical needs for
change and improvement.

There is an alternative to the bleak prospect that teacher prepara-
tion and inservice supervision will continue as unrelated efforts. That
alternative is based not on the unrealistic prospect of changing the
essential cultures or missions of either universities or schools, but
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rather on a concept that links both settings in working with would-be
and actual teachers. That concept is “professional inquiry.”

Professional inquiry suggests a continuous process—perhaps de-
velopmental, although that implies a linearity often belied by experi-
ence. It suggests a continuum of skills and habits of mind that link
preservice and inservice programs. Preservice educators would not only
help prospective teachers acquire content knowledge and pedagogical
techniques, but would provide them with opportunities for learning to
work collaboratively—analyzing contexts of teaching and describing,
interpreting, and critiquing events of teaching and learning.

The concept of professional inquiry encompasses what Jonas Soltis
(1984) describes as the three major traditions in contemporary views
of knowledge creation and use: the empirical, the hermeneutic, and the
critical. As common intellectual properties, these traditions serve to
define a continuum of teachers’ professional development from a be-
ginning point in teacher education through the highest levels of profes-
sional practice, as follows:

o An Empirical Perspective. Professional inquiry includes a focus on
a careful study of actual classroom events and particular teaching
methods or practices. From the empirical perspective, accumulating
more richly detailed and descriptive information about educational
settings is directly correlated with knowledge and understanding of
those settings and with teachers’ competence, as measured by students’
performance. Teachers can increase their empirical knowledge by
learning classroom observation techniques that allow them to gather,
organize, and depict specific and detailed information about teaching
events. Traditionally only supervisors have been trained in such tech-
niques, leaving teachers in a dependent position of having to rely on
supervisors’ data.

o A Hermeneutic Perspective. Hermeneutics involves the interpre-
tive nature of knowledge; that is, meaning resides neither in the events
of teaching themselves nor in the data gathered about these events.
Rather, meaning—or knowledge—is created as these events or data are
interpreted by individuals. The process is further influenced by the prior
knowledge and presuppositions that individuals bring to their work of
interpretation and by the particular focus of a given interpretation. In
an oft-cited text on hermeneutics, Palmer (1969) points out that inter-
pretation is not approached with a “blank openness,” but is governed
by the interpreters’ “questioning.”

This hermeneutic view of knowledge suggests that knowledge
teaching requires teachers 1o question and explore their own “educa-
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tional platforms” (Walker 1971) and the influence these espoused plat-
forms have on their practice and on their interpretations of the practice
of others.

e A Critical Perspective. In this perspective, the goal of inquiry is to
expose existing power relationships in social situations and to address
the misuses of power and the exercise of oppressive control over certain
members or groups. Smyth (1985) has argued eloquently for the impor-
tance of the critical perspective. He contends that supervision must be
concerned with how teachers and students can be empowered as active
participants in the more democratic creation and use of knowledge.
Such critical practices are also advocated for teacher education pro-
grams and for educational administration, in which supervision is most
often located. However, the application of a critical perspective in
teacher education programs—both preservice and inservice—remains
marginal, at best. The lack of a critical component in teachers’ educa-
tion suggests that teachers are being inadequately prepared to meet the
challenges presented by the growing numbers of students at risk in both
school and contemporary life. To remedy this situation, teacher educa-
tors and supervisors need to provide teachers with opportunities for
examining the relationships between instructional practices and larger
economic and political contexts.

Professional inquiry is the conscious development of teachers’ own
theories of practice. The case has already been made for a theory of
practice for supervision that examines teaching from empirical, herme-
neutic, and critical perspectives (Sergiovanni 1981). Introducing these
perspectives in teacher education programs allows professional inquiry
to begin at the outset of stndents’ development as teachers Professional
inquiry thus links teacher education and supervision, providing contin-
ued emphasis on the skills and experiences that help teachers grow in
their understanding of teaching.

Concepts and Practices that
Promote Professional Inquiry

Incornorating professional inquiry into preservice and inservice
programs, fortunately, does not have to begin from scratch. There are
already concepts and practices that embody the preceding notions of
professional inquiry. What these programs need is a wider application
of these concepts and practices, and recognition that they inform both
teacher education and supervision. What is also needed is closer coop-
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eration between teacher educators and supervisors in preparing and
supporting teachers to use these concepts and practices. One such
concept is Schor's “reflective practice” (1983, 1987).

Reflective Practice

In recent years, the literature in both teacher education and super-
vision has become replete with arguments for reflective practice and
programs based on its principles. The focus, however, has been on how
the concept of reflective practice informs the separate practices of
teacher education and supervision; little attention has been paid to the
ways in which reflective practice allows teachers to link their preservice
programs with inservice supervision.

The term professional reflective activity (Clift, Holland, and Veal
1990) suggests a continuum of reflective practice as an action-oriented
connection of preservice and inservice experiences.

‘Teacher education programs designed to prepare students for pro-
fessional reflective activity require students to begin developing the
ability to interpret and analyze what Schén has called the “messy and
indeterminate” nature of actual practice settings and te .2 vzlop
context-specific solutions for the problems encountered in t.- .¢ set-
tings. Such prograins also should encourage teachers to recognize that
inservice supervision offers continuing opportunities to engage in re-
flective practice.

Collaboration

An ' 1er concept linking preservice and supervision is collabora-
tion. Coflaboration can take many forms: teachers in grade level or
interdisciplinary teams, teachers and administrators in site based man-
agement siructures, and teachers and university researchers in field-
based studies. These collaborative relationships, in addition to those
that have traditionally characterized instructional supervision, provide
teachers with opportunities to increase their own knowledge of teach-
ing and to play a larger role in shaping the culture of schools.

Amid growing expectations for collaboration in school settings,
preservice efforts to prepare teachers to work collaboratively have
emerged. For ¢xample, at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, stu-
dents and cooperating teachers engage in joint research ventures. Atthe
University of Illinois at Champagne-Urbana and the University of Hous-
ton, student teachers meet regularly with cooperating teachers and
university faculty to consider various issues and problems of practice.
Such programs encourage students to regard collaboration as a familiar
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and useful part of their work in teaching. These preservice programs
help students learn to understand collaboration—to distinguish it from
mere cooperation and from more subtle forms of organizational com-
pliance—and develop the ability to work effectively with other adults.

Action Research

Actien research offers students and teachers another framework
for professional inquiry. Its advocates emphasize teachers’ roles in
exploring and analyzing their work; and they encourage teachers to
think of themselves as researchers and of the school as a place for
inquiry. As such, action research is again enjoying popularity. Action
research incorporates the em. pirical, hermeneutic, and critical perspec-
tives on knowledge that have been described as characteristic of pro-
fessional inquiry.

Programs using action research can be found in both preservice
and inservice settings in the United States, as well as in England and
Australia. These programs stress the value of developing habits of
examining and critiquing practice early in teacher training. Noffke and
Zeichner (1987) and other researchers have argued that such habits
prepare students to enter teaching equipped with attitudes and skills
that will assist them in their continuing learning and professional
development.

Examples of action research in inservice settings are usually not
specifically related to the practice of supervi<ion. However, in terms of
the shared objectives of improving practice and the focus on teachers’
active role in identifying the focus and means for such improvement
efforts, supervision and action research occupy common ground in
their approaches to teachers’ professional inquiry.

Clinical Supervision

Clinical supervision, which had its origins in the Harvard M.A.T.
teacher preparation program (Cogan 1773, Goldhammer 1969), has
since been used to supervise teachers in both student teaching and
inservice settings. Clinical supervision advances teachers’ professional
inquiry through its emphasis on trust and open communication about
the teacher's practice. So also, clinical supervision supports profis-
sional inquiry by encouraging teachers to take an active role in deter-
mining the focus of their own supervisory process. Teacher and
supervisor agree to concentrate on certain aspects of the teacher’s
practice, plan together for an observation of the teacher’s class, and
identify strategies the supervisor will use to collect data that zan help
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the teacher improve her practice. In the conference that conventionally
follows a classroom observation, the teacher and supervisor analyze the
data collected during the observation and jointly determine what it
suggests about the relative strengths and weaknesses of the teacher’s
practice. On the basis of their analysis, they consider how the teacher
can use this information to better understand her practice and to
strengthen and improve her teaching.

Unfortunately, clinical supervision's potential as a vehicle for pro-
fessional inquiry in both preservice and inservice settings remains too
often unrealized, for the following reasons:

e Lacking training and skii to make clinical supervision a teacher-
centered process, supervisors are judgmental and evaluative of teach-
ers’ practice.

e Universities and schools, forced to operate with limited supervi-
sory personnel, find it impossible to allocate the time required for the
frequent ineetings and observations demanded by clinical supervision.

o The frequent misrepresentation of current teacher evaluation
practices as “clinical supervision” causes teachers to view supervision
as an unpleasant process serving only bureaucratic ends.

Coaching /

Other examples of professional inquiry linking teacher education
and supervision are found in various forms of “coaching.” The most
widely recognized form is that described by joyce and Showers (1982).
Coaching teams—usually two fellow teachers—observe one another try
out a particular teaching model they have learned about and have seen
demonstrated by others. Team members assist each other as follows:

e They provide feedback on performances of the teaching model in
nonjudgmental, informational terms.

o They offer each other emotional support during the difficult
process of transferring acquired knowledge of the teaching model into
applied knowledge.

o They help each other identify how and when the model can be
applied to facilitate student learning.

This form of coaching, labeled by Garmston (1987) as “technical
coaching,” is one of three varieties used in inservice settings. According
to Garmston, the other two are “collegial coaching,” which focuses
more on reflection and dialogue among teachers about the coatexts of
teaching, and “challenge coaching,” which addresses teachers’ particu-
lar and persisting problems. These forms of coaching emphasize col-
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laboration among teachers, focus on actual contexts of teaching, and
consider teaching from the perspective of professional inquiry.

Coaching has also been used by Schon (1987) to describe ap-
proaches for use in pre-practice settings. In Schén'’s version, the prac-
ticum, or student teaching experience, as the setting for coaching .. it
approximates the world of practice, allows for greater experimentation
and reflection than is possible in actual practice. The coach is a more
knowledgeable partner offering guidance in performing, questioning,
and interpreting the learning experience—all aspects of professional
inquiry. Although Schén’s description of coaching is confined to the
preservice practicum, it can also be seen to have implications for the
mentoring of novice teachers.

Developing a Continuum of Professional
Inquiry

Professiona} inquiry offers teacher educators and supervisors a way
to think about learning to teach in terms of a continuum of skills and
practices along which teachers develop during the course of their
careers. It allows teacher education programs and supervision to func-
tion as related efforts engaging teachers in common practices that
promote their development as skilled and reflective professionals. A
continuum of professional inquiry also reflects shared rather than
contradictory assumptions, as follows:

o Learning to teach is an ongoing process. Operating on this assump-
tion, teacher educators, supervisors, and university faculty who prepare
supervisors would forge links between preservice and inservice pro-
grams. Such links would introduce st.1idents to ways of thinking about
and studying practice that they could expect to be part of inservice
supervision. Joint efforts involving teacher educators ard school dis-
tricts should be undertaken to ensure continuity of teachers’ learning
once they enter practice. Also, programs to prepare teachers and those
preparing administrators should collaborate and offer coursework at
both undergraduate and graduate levels in such areas as peer coaching,
the process of learning to teach, school leadership roles, and action
research.

e Teachers actively participate in detcrmining the direction of their
professional growth. In their work with prospective teachers. preservice
faculty would conceive of their role as one that goes beyend the
transinission ot technical skill to one of providing students with oppor-
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tunities for engaging in systematic study of and reflection on their
developing practice. The emphasis in supervision would be on working
with teachers, not working on them. Supervisors would assist teachers
in analyzing and understanding their practice and would help them
gain information to better explain and direct their own teaching.

o Both preservice education and supervision focus on the effects and
meanings-—intended and unintended—of teachers’ practice. Beginning in
teacher education programs and continuing in supervision, teachers
would examine practice from empirical, hermeneutic, and critical
perspectives that would allow them to develop their own theories of
practice. The importance of such personalized, practical knowledge
of teaching lies in its potential for preparing professionals who, as
Shulman (1986) describes them, can explain and communicate to
others the reasons for their teaching decisions and actions.

Responses from the Field

Jane McCarthy, a Preservice Supervisor

Many preservice programs are successful in producing teachers
who are skilled and thoughtful practitioners; who look at classroom
contexts as constantly changing, dynamic entities; and who work at
framing questions in ways that will help them be more effective. These
programs also encourage future teachers to think of learning to teach
as a lifelong challenge

A number of U.S. programs promote such practices and are organ-
ized to prepare teachers to engage in them. Certainly thesc preservice
programs are not yet in the majority, but they do seem to be the wave
of the future. What such programs have in common is their emphasis
on experiences intended to introduce teachers to the kind of “protes-
sional inquiry” called for in this chapter.

One way such programs promote professional inquiry is to provide
students with opportunities throughout their preservice work to con-
sider whiat they are learning in terms of actual practice situations. When
teacher education students arc introduced to techniques and strategies
in isolation from practice, they usually fail to incorporate these tech-
niques into their professional repertoire. It is this lack of exposure to
schools and classrooms that causes many beginning teachers to use a
very narrow range of teaching behaviors that do not change much over
time. It is possible, however, for preservice programs to iavolve stu-
dents from the earliest stages of t. - programs in real schools and to
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encourage them to work collaboratively among themselves and with
practicing teachers. Such experiences prepare teachers for a career in
teaching in which they are engaged in continual action research.

Another characteristic of preservice programs that prepare teacn-
ers for “professional inquiry” is that they encourage students to make
professionally sound decisions that are particular to a specific educa-
tional setting and to justify those decisions. A reflective inquiry ap-
proach to teacher education provides the experiences in the field and
in the classroom that will equip teachers to recognize the unique
characteristics of any given classroom.

Preparing preservice teachers to be reflective practitioners is a
necessary, but notsufficient, condition for success in the school context.
The close collaboration of preservice educators with teachers and
administrators in the field is a crucial link in the process. We know that
our teacher education students will continue their reflective practices
in the field only if such practices are encouraged and rewarded. It is
crucial that our colleagues in the field be involved in the preparation
process so that the value of reflective practice is shared at all levels.

Marlene Johnson, an Inservice Supervisor

Linking preservice education and inservice supervision through
professional inquiry sounds exciting, but as a school district supervisor,
I am only too aware of how far away we are from making that concept
areality. In my experience, the best eftorts of teachers, supervisors, and
administrators to make significant changes in instruction in their
schools are undcrmined by policies that they are powerless to affect—
policies such as mandated curriculums, testing, class size, teaching
schedules, and teacher evaluation.

In numerous instances, exceptional teachers have shared with me
their dilemmas of having to choose between providing the most appro-
priate inst-uction for their students or providing the instruction that
will lead to higher test scores or better teaching evaluatioris. Fortu-
nately, these teachers usually choose what is best for students, fre-
quently at their own expense. However, I suspect there are many more
teachers who either don't think to question educational policies and
practices, or who simply do what is expected of them and remain silent
about any alternatives.

A conversation I had recently with a principal demonstrates how
difficult it is to move beyond the constraints of mandated policies and
traditional practices. This principal was concerned that although the
students in her building were perforiming above average on the state-
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mandated tests, they could not apply the skills to think critically about
reading material on their grade level. The principal believed that al-
though solutions to this problem were possible, such solutions weren't
going to happen because she and the teachers were powerless to address
the structure of the system that perpetuates the problem. As long as the
teachers feel pressured by the district and the state to prepare students
for standardized tests, they will be hesitant to alter their teaching
practices to accomplish nontested learning objectives.

* * %

This chapter shows how preservice education and inservice super-
vision can play vital roles in establishing school environments in which
professional inquiry leads to real changes in teaching and learning.
However, teachers, supervisors and university faculty must do more
than engage in professional reflective inquiry among themselves. They
must also act to build structures at schrol, district, state, and national
levels to give teachers the fler ‘bility they need to be professionals and
reward them for efforts at inquiry.
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The Tiansformation
of Supervision

DPeter P. Grimmett, Olaf P. Rostad, and Blake Ford

ead any 'ext on instructional supervision and you will find that its
Rraison d'etre is to bring about edu-zational change in teachers’
instructional prectices. For exar.ple. in a review of the supervision
literature, Pajak (1990) states, “Supervision s considered by many
[writers] to be the primary process by which instructional excellence is
achieved and maintained” (p. 1). Such edifying rhetoric is most laud-
able, but what does it mean for teachers?

For some teachers, the press for change in instructional practice
represents a high-pressure disturbance generating much anxiety, inter-
nal seething, and agitation, together vrith a sense thatan overwhelming
muddle is busily at work dismantling the stability of their world. For
others, the press for change rekindles waning enthusiasm; stimulates a
sense of wonder, excitement, and mystery about learning; and absorbs
their interest in a manner that inspires a quiet confidence and sesenity.

In this chapter,’ we emphasize that the way in which supervisors
try to bring about change largely determines how teachers respond to
the challenge. Supervisors can mandate change externally; or they can,
together with teachers, build collaborative cuitures that encourage the
seeds of change to 'ake root and grow.

Externally mandated change typically has a cataclysiniic eflect on
teachers’ morale, resulting in a strong sense o Jdependency. Teachers
often feel overwhelmed by the new expectations v.nen their actions are

' The case studies cited in this chapter were funded to Peter Grimmett by the SCocial Sciences
and Hurmanities Research Council of Car.ada (SSHRCC) (Grants 410-85-0339, 410-86-2014, and
410-88-0747), We gratefully acknowledge t: 5t this work could not have heen carvied out without
this funding. The opinions expressed here do nat necessarily reflect the policy, position, or
endorsement of SSHRCC. We also acknowledge the conceptual assistance of Pat Crehan at the
University of British Columbia and the contributions of D'Arey Bader, Cindy Drossos, Louise
Guevrerr ont, Rohin Hanshy, David Langmuir. Marvl Stewart, Janct Tyler, und Cavolyn Varah in
data collection, data analysis, and manuscript prepatation.
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continually shaped by the directives of others. There is an accompany-
ing scnse of helplessness and powerlessness when heightened expecta-
tions appear to be beyond reach. The constant bombardment of new
tasks and continual interruptions keeps teachers off balance. Such
“overload fosters dependency” (Fullan 1989, vi)—and powerlessness.
And powerless people have a tendency to become despoiic towaid th i
underlings. We all have a neurotic need to control pe~; ic and situations
when we feel anxious, helpless, inferior, or insignificant. When teachers
expericnce these feelings, their studeats become the innocent recipients
of such defens:ve behavior.

On the other hard, with an emphasis on collaborative cultures,
teachers experience a Leightened sense of teaching efficacy and profes-
sional empowerment. They become purposeful and enterprising in
their actions. They take on an authority that demonstrates they can lead
students into new knowledge, skills, behaviors, and dispositions. They
take risks on behalf of studerts and make commitments to their learn-
ing. Developing instructional practice becomes an important profes-
sional choice that motivates such teachers to become visionary about
what can happen in teaching and learning. In short, they take charge of
their professional lives and engage in perpetual learning about their
craft.

How, then, do supervisors foster instructional change in a way that
nurtures an empowering form of teacher development? The thesis of
this chapter is that teacher development takes place within a culture of
interdependent collegiality when teachers reflectively transform their
classroom experience. In this transformational perspective, supervision
becomes a process in which teachers develop profound and fresh
appreciations of the learners’ perspective, the classroom context, and
their own role as an active enabler of student learning.

Ineaploring this perspective, we first suggest that a shift is need ad
inthedor - .1t practice ol supervision—from deferring unduly to the
scientific knowledge base of tzaching to valuing and respe-ting the
knowledge that rvesides in the minds of experienced teachers. Such a
shift finds its expression in a culture of collegiality; here, we examine
this culture as it relates to instructional change. We explore how
wwachers develop their craft and show how the process of cngaging in
reflective inquiry is similar to the important discoveries made by
scieutists, We then examine how teachers use and make sense of the
research-based knowledge so revered by proponents of existing super-
visory practices.
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Finally, we show how a transformational perspective fosters a
culture of interdependent collegiality in which teachers reflectively
change their classroom instructional practice for the better. To illustrate
this perspective, we discuss the recent experiment in teacher develop-
ment taking place in the Burnaby Schoci District of British Columbia,
Canada.

Shifting the Standard in Supervision

An Emerging Focus on Teacher Development

The dominant mode! of instructional supervision is marked by a
disputable assumption: instructional supervisors have access to a sci-
entific knowledge base and set of analytical skills that are beyond the
orbit of the regular classroom teacher. Supervisors sometimes talk
about “instructional improvement” as if it were something they do to
teachers rather than the outcome of carefully nurtured teacher devel-
opment. Smyth (1989) and Garman (1990) document how, over the past
thirty years, the originally well-conceived collaborative processes of
clinical supervision have become a sophisticated mechanism of teach-
ing inspection and instructional surveillance.

Current practice of insiructional supervision thus leans toward
prescriptive, systernatic forms of staff development and schoo! im-
provement. By contrast, the emerging focus on teacher aevelopment
places teachers and their development at the heart of educational
change (see Fullan and Hargreaves 1991, Hargreaves and Fullan
1991)—and in sharp contrast to legislated mandates for schoaol imi-
provement that proceed, top-down, through the supervisory hicrarchy.
The shift to teacher development provides a humanistic and critical
focus on teachers as key personnel in any educational initiative. The
context in which development takes place is absolutely v.tal. Thus work
conditions arz both a focus for and a target of developmerit.

A Culture « ~ Coliegiality

Ever sinc. Little’s (1981) classic study of s.x schoois highlighting
positive norms and conditions in the work place, the term collegiality
has taken on something of a mystique—and is sometimes contrived
(Little 1989, Hargreaves 1989, Grimmett and Crehan 1991).7 Despite

2 gor an unraveling of the dark side of this mystique, see Littie (1989) who. etght vears adwer
her ground-breaking study, was toreed to conclude that conditions ot mdividualis 1, inmediacy.
and consevatism still persisted. creating “weak” versions of collegial relations that cid not
confront the fundamental purposes of schools. Hargreaves (1984 suggeseed hat many attempts
at collegiality were embedded in burcaucratic structures and therefore essentially contrived.
Grimmett and Crehan (1991 found evidence of two broad tvpes of contrived collegiality in
schools—that which was administratively imposed and that which was organizationatly induced,
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this growing mystique, Little (1987) argues that by working closely with
colleagues teachers gain instructional range, depth, and flexibility from
collegiality. Collaborative group work enables teachers to attempt in-
structional innovations that they would probably not have tried by
themselves. But it is not merely the teamwork that creates the willing-
ness to try new things—it is the joint action that flows from the group
as teachers shape the shared task and its outcomes. In short, a culture
of professional interdependence emerges.

School culture is important because it represents the values that
bind people together. Because schools function more like “organized
anarchies” (Cohen, March, and Olson 1972) and the educational pro-
gram itself is “loosely coupled” (Weick 1982}, the culture of the school
exerts a powerful influence on how teaching and learning take place.
Weick (1982) suggests that the culture is the “glue” that holds loosely
coupled systems together. Figure 12.1 shows two examples of the beliefs
and values found by Little (1981) to constitute a culture of collegiality.

Figure 12.1

Examples of Beliefs, Values, and Norms Found
in a Strong School Culture of Interdependent Collegiality

Example 1: Collegiality

(Belief:  Talking about and observing teaching builds up
shared referents adequate to the compilexity of
feaching

Value: Shared referents are preferred over idiosyncraic
perceptions

(Norm: Collegial interdependence

TIGHT 1

LOOSE Organizational structure for how collegial conditions
occur

Example 2: Experimentation

(Belief: Learning cccrues from the active pursuit of the
demonstration and risk-taking that teaching
provides

Value: Taking risks is preferred over the stagnation
resulting from isolationist, avoidance rendencies

[Norm: Experimentation

TIGHT 1

LOOSE Organizational structure for how exper.mentation takes
place
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Teachers in the schools studied by Little (1981) shared belicfs and
values that constituted professional interdependence as a normative
kasis for action. They believed that talking about teaching and observ-
ing it builds up “shared referents for a shared language of teaching . ..
adequate to the complexity of teaching, capable of distingriishing one
practice and its virtue from another” (p. 12). Such openness to observ-
ing, to being observed, and to discussing classroom practice tends to
break down isolationist barriers and promote coliegial interdepend-
ence. Complementing Little is Weick’s (1982) “tight-loose” formulation.
When teachers are held accountable by tightly structured beliefs and
values, the organizational structure in which collegial conditions de-
velop can be loose. In other words, the administrative hierarchy can
invest in teachers the power required to make collegiality happen.

Highly successful leaders practice the principle of power investment.

... Thev understand that teachers need to be empowered to act—to

be given the necessary responsibility that releases their potential and

makes their actions and decisions count (Sergiovanni 1987, p. 121).

A further belief operative in the schools studied by Little (1981) was
that teachers learn from taking risks and demonstrating new ideas. The
value here is that iuking risks is preferred over the stagnation resulting
from the isolationist, aveidance tendencies shown by teachers in typical
school cultures. Such enenness to learning through the active pursuit
of risk-taking promotes the norm of experimentation. (For a detailed
discussion of the norms and values of typical school cultures, see
Grimmett and Crehaa 1991, Bird and Little 1986, and Lieberman and
Miller 1984.)

A strong school culture, then, sustains those collaborative practices
that lead teachers to raise fundamental questions about the nature of
teaching and learning. It represents the intellectual ferment within
which ideas for educational change can fiourish and expand. Contlict
is not subversion but a normal aspect ot collaboration when teachers
engage in the mutual negotiation of purpose and task. As mentioned
previously, the b-liefs, values, and norms of such a culture are tightly
structured, and  4¢ burcaucratic control is loose. When these beliels,
values, and nor..s take on a professional focus, the prognosis for
educational change appears to be good.
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Reflective Transformation and
Teacher Development

Problem Setting and So' ‘g

How do teachers develop their classroom practice? Schon (1988)
has suggested that teachers develop in instructional supervision set-
tings? when they engage in the “reflective transformation of experience”
(p. 25). Reflective transformation involves some form cf experimenta-
tion in which practitioners attempt to create meaning out of a problem-
atic teaching situation through “problem setting” and “problem
solving; :

In real world practice, probleras do not present themselves to the

practitivner as givens. They must be constructed from the materials

or problematic situations that are puzzling, troubling and uncertain.

... When we set the problem, we select what we will treat as the things

of the situation, we set the boundaries of our attention to it, and we

impose upon it a coherence which allows us to say what is wrong and

in what directions the situation needs to be changed. Problem setting

is a process in which, interactively, we name the things to which we

will attend and frarme the context in which we will attend to them

(Schon 1983, p. 40, emphasis in original).

This reframing of a problem situation enables practitioners to make
use of their existing “repertoire of examples, images, understandings,
and actions” (Schén 1987, p. 66). In this process, reflection engages
teachers in a “conversation” with the problematic situation (Schén
1983). Reflective transformation thus engages teachers

in a kind of "seeing” and "doing” as—seeing their own situation as a

version of the one they had observed, . . . a process of metaphar,

carrying a familiar experience over to a new context, transforming in

that process both the experience and the new situation (Schon 1988,

p- 25).

An Example of Reflective Transformation

Grimmett and Crehan (1990) document two episodes in the case of
a teacher, Barry. In both instances, Barry seems to be on the verge of
engaging in the reflective transforriation of his classroom practice. Yet
he achicved it in only one of the two episodes.

The first episode involved Barry's naming of the instructional
problem: engaging a distinct group of uninvolved pupils. Barry's princi-
pal, Margaret, essentially refocused the problem around the theme of

YSehian (1988) prefers to talk in terms of coaching rather than inst uctional supervision, but
his conception of coaching diflfers radically from that ot Jovee and Showers (1982, 1983).

190



The Transformation of Supervision

teacher proximity to pupils, a theme that had emerged in their previous
conferences. In other words, Margaret saw Barry's dilemma in terms of
the students’ physical location in the classroom, rather than their
possible difficulty in grasping the concepts he was presenting. Margaret
suggested that Barry change the position of the overhead projector;
thus, the principal reframed the instructional context according to her
definition of the problem, not Barry's. Although teacher development
did not occur in this episode. a culture of collegiality appeared never-
theless to remain in place.

In the second episode, Barry named the problem as dealing with
end-of-lesson activities in an educationally sound manner. (The last part
of the lesson had involved the use of newspaper articles to teach
mathematical concepts.) Barry suggested that his difficulties came
about because the students had worked hard for too long a period of
time. Margaret chose to explore what he typically does when such a
breakdown occurs up to ten minutes before the end of the lesson. Barry
responded that if it occurred with less than five minutes temaining, he
ended the lesson. If more than five minutes remained in the lesson,
however, he said he sometimes ran out of ideas; and he asked the
principal for advice. Margaret empathized with the predicament Barry
had described and began to relate how she always used to read poetry
to students when she felt they had reached their saturation point. This
provided a change of pace for the students, but still fulfilled the teacher’s
mandate to be educating them. The principal’s story immediately fired
Barry's interest; he saw, perhaps for the first time, that such backup
activities did not necessarily constitute busywork. Through reflection,
Barry expanded his conception of teaching.

Barry then experienced a further enriching instance of reflective
transformation. He suddenly realized that he could have read some-
thing else out of the newspapers he had used in the third and final
segment of the lesson. Thus, he saw his end-of-lesson activity as a
version of his principal’s. Her reported actions served as a metaphor
that prompted him to reframe this own teaching in a highlv creative,
yet exploratory way. He didn't transfer the principal’s reported activity,
(poetry reading) to the context of his teaching; rather, he transformed
both the activity (from reading poetry to rcading the newspaper) and
his teaching context (from dead-time or busywork to educationally
significant work) in the process.

Four factors seem to account for this double portion of teacher
development through reflective transtormation:
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e The teacher himself named the problem that was explored in the
conference.

e The principal did not seem to have an agenda of her own and
consequently accepted and explored the problem identified by the
teacher.

e The teacher felt secure enough in the supportive atmosphere
engendered by the principal to take a professional risk in admitting a
shortcoming and asking for assistance.

e The principal's empathic sharing of how she tackled a similar
problem enabled the teacher to reconstruct his view of backup activities
and reframe the context of the lesson in which he had originally
experienced the problem.

This kind of development is similar to the experience of exploration
and discovery that scientists all over the world have encountered.
Teachers engaging in the reflective transformation of their classroom
practice essentially experience the scientist's “exploratory impulsion—
an acute discomfort at incomprehension . . . the rage to know” (Judson
1980, p. 5, emphasis in original). These teachers share the scientist’s
moments of self-doubt, anxious searching, and eventual accomplish-
ment. Such accomplishment, when it comes, is usually by chance.
Something surprises teachers; and, in exploring the perplexity, they
derive insights into their practice. Many significant scientific discover-
ies have occurred by chance, such as Fleming's discovery of penicillin
from a wind-blown mold (Judson 1980, pp. 68-85). What distinguishes
scientists from other people is that scientists notice such chance occur-
rences and pursue them vigorously until they satisfy their “rage to
know.” In this way, as Medewar pointed out, “scientists are building
explanatory structures, telling stories which are scrupulously tested to
see if they are stories about real life” (Medewar, as cited in Judson, p.
3, emphasis added). Teachers engaging in reflective transformation also
tell and test stories:

Story-telling is the mode of description best suited to transformation

in new situations ol action. .. . Areflective teacher builds her repertoire

of teaching experiences . .. not as inethods or principles to be applied

like a template to new situations, but as stories thai function like

metaphors, projective models 1o be transformed and validated through

on-the-spot experiment in the next situation (Schon 1988, p. 26).

The case of Barry demonstrates, then, that when the principal told
stories about her practice, the teacher was able to transform both the
activity under focus and the centext of fuither teaching. Bairy's experi-
ence also shows kind of collegial interdependence that is associated
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with teacher development through the reflective transformation of
classroom experience. Generally, however, as Smyth (1988) pointed out,
this happens all too rarely in instructional supervision. Two things need
to happe: to facilitate teacher development in this way: (1) super isors
need to act on an alternative way of understanding the role played by
research-based knowledge in teacher development, and (2) supervisor .
need to devise ways in which they can foster a culture of interdependent
collegiality in which teachers working together with other teachers can
identify and solve their own problems.

A Framework for Understanding Teachers' Use
of Research-Validated Knowledge .

Kennedy (1984) and Sergiovanni (1986) described two ways in
which scientific knowledge is used in making professional decisions.
Grimmett (1990) incorporated these to frame three ways in which
teachers use research-validated knowledge: instrumentally, conceptu-
ally, and metaphorically.

The Instrumental Approach. This approach has a technological
orientation, emphasizing research-derived rules to which practice is
expected to conform. Zumwalt (1982) describes this orientation as “a
definable repertoire of knowledge, skills and attitudes that a teacher
brings to bear in an effort to create certain changes in learners” (pp.
223, 224). Grimmett (1989) and Grimmett, MacKinnon, Erickson, and
Riecken (1990) argue that such an approach serves to justify supervi-
sory insistence that teachers make their classroom practice conform to
what research has found to be effective.

The Conceptual Approach. This approach has a deliberative orien-
tation, emphasizing the discussion of the evidence supporting research
findings that are deemed useful in informing practice. In this approach,
teaching is a clinical process of aggregating and making sense out of an
incredible diversity of information regerding classroom practice.
Teachers are provided with ways to think about their complex and
contextually influenced classroom experience in light of research (Zum-
walt, p. 237). In weiching the evidence for or against research findings,
teachers act as professionals who must carefully reject or adapt what
research has found. Grimmett (1989) and Grimmett, MacKinnon, Er-
ickson, and Riecken (1990) suggest that this approach carries with it
the expectation that teachers will use research findings to inform their
classroom practice.

The Metaphorical Approach. This approach has a reflective orienta-
tion, in which research findings connect with teachers’ professional
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images; and teachers are thus atle to transform their classroom prac-
tice. Schon's (1983, 1987, 1988) problem “naming,” “setting,” and “re-
framing” process discussed earlier can help teachers de-l with
instructional perplexities and dilemmas. This reflective orientation
does not lend itself to the transfer of research-validated knowledge, as
in both instrumental and conceptual approaches. Rather, research
findings can act as a touchstone to a teacher’s “professional image”
(Connelly and Clandinin 1988)—that filament of a teacher’s own expe-
rience, personality, and expression. When this connection occurs,
teachers use research-validated knowledge metaphorically to transform
their classroom practice (Grimmett 1989; Grimmett, MacKinnon, Er-
ickson, and Riecken 1990).

Lakoff and Johnson (1980) suggest that metaphor is pervasive in
everyday life—in language, thought, and action. These researchers
maintain that our ordinary conceptual system is fundamentally meta-
phorical in nature. Cur concepts essentially are products of all our life
experiences, personal biography, and professional sccialization. The
metaphors that permeate our minds structure how we think and act.

In metaphorical transformation, research findings would be a
catalyst for seeing new puzzles inteachers’ classroom practice, enabling
them to reframe tried-and-true patterns of classroom interaction in
ways that permit exploration, experimentation, and subsequent im-
provement. Such transformation of practice, it seems, would stimulate
the kind of exciting intellectual inquiry that energizes classroom teach-
ers for the stringent demands of teaching efficaciously.

Fostering a Culture of Interdependent Collegiality

Supervisors who nurture reflective transformation in teachers do
so by fostering a culture of interdependent collegiality, the conditions
of which were associated by Little (1987)with teacher development.
Despite the claims of earlier writers (e.g., Cogan 1973, Goldhammer
1969) that tcachers and principals can work together as colleagues,
evidence is mounting that teachers generally learn more readily from
interactions with other teachers than they do from interactions with
supervisors (see Grimmett and Crehan 1988, Smyth 1989). Indeed,
Hargreaves and Dawe (1990) maintain that supervision (including the
clinical approach) is incompatible with healthy collegial relations be-
cause it consists of “hierarchical relations embedded in bureaucrati-
cally-driven systems” (p. 25). In theirview, clinical supervision is a form
of contrived collegiality and rarely can foster the conditions associated
with interdependent collegiality.
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How, then, can supervisors work toward instructional excellence
and achievement along transformational lines? One way would be to
reconstruct instructional supervision in terms of learning support
groups among teachers, like self-help groups in other areas of society.?
Such groups could include supervisory personnel if their presence
would not bring attention to their hierarchical position in the formal
organization. In *hese groups, teachers could act as researchers of their
own practice (Elliott 1990). Teachers, not supervisors, would initiate
the learning process in response to particular practical situations or
dilemmas. The supervisor would facilitate the group process through
sensitive and supportive questioning, crystallizing, and focusing of the
collaborative discussion. The supervisor would ensure that the “wisdom
of practice” (Shulman 1987) resident in teachers is valued and re-
spected. Such wisdom is typically built up as teachers collaboratively
tackle problems or dilemmas. These dilemmas call for proposed
changes that may arouse controversy among the group. The supervisor’s
role at this point is to enable the group to become comfortable with
controversy, thereby releasing in them the power to address the issues
without fear or favor.

Further, the supervisor would ensure that the issues are “clarified
and resolved in free and open discourse, characterized by mutual
respect and tolerance and an absence of hierarchical power constraints”
(Elliott 1990, p. 48). Supervisors cannot wear their office on their sleeve,
nor can they be “puffed up” about what strengths and abilities they
possess. Rather, they keep a low profile, functioning like “well-worn
shoes” (not noticed when entering a room, but having a definite sense
ot purpose)’ and they allow the strengths and abilities of the group
members (including their own) to emerge.

In providing organizational support for learning support groups,
the supervisor would organize a schedule for cach group (or ensure that
someone takes responsibility for drawing up a schedule) and allocate
appropriate resources, both fiscal and human.

#In a very real sense, these selfhelp groups mitror what hapnens to teachers when they meet
in learning support groups. Teachers are otherwise capable practitionevs who are frequently
disempowered by administrative attempts to mandate educational cha ge. Many teachers
experience cataclysmic feelings of powerlessness, isolation, and dependence, Consequently, many
question their efficacy as teachers when instructional improvement is discussed only with
administrators. Yet something unexpected and professionally energizing happens when these
same teachers get together with one anather to talk about dilemmas of practice. The group
provides the opportunity for intense professional bonding: and the supportive setting fosters a
culture of interdependent collegiality (Lieberman 1989 calfs this « “professional culture™), which,
in turn, encourages icachers to by new alternatives they have discussed,

We are indebted to Carl Glickman, who first brought this reference about leaders by Nancy
Austin to our attention,
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Supervisors would also reinforce the beliefs and values of interde-
pendent collegiality through taking risks and making commitments.
They would attempt to become a member of as many groups as feasible,
taking part in the rigorous discussion of teaching and learning that
accompanies the observation of classroom practice. Moreover, from
time to time, they would bring up their o'vn dilemmas of practice; and
their own practice (even their teaching) would be observed and cri-
tiqued in a supportive way. In short, supervisors would attempt to model
norms of collegiality and experimentation in their work with ‘cachers’
learning support grouvs. In this way, supervisors might have a much
more positive impact on student learning than has apparently been the
case to date.

Following the collaborative dialogue of the support group, teachers
return to their classrooms with provisional plans of action. They can
engage in mutual observation and feedback, or they can work alone and
videotape oraudio-record their actions. The important point is that they
collect data on how the proposed practices fare with students in the
context of the original dilemma. Teachers then come back to the
learning support group, discuss the results, and obtain collegial feed-
back.

Toward a Transformational Perspective:
The Burnaby Experiment

In 1988, the Burnaby School District of British Columbia, Canada,
began to change its approach to the supervisios- and evaluation of
teaching. A commiittee of teachers and administrators looked at the
question of professional growth and evaluation. This committee con-
cluded that summative evaluation of teaching rarely (if ever) contrib-
uted positively to teachers’ professional growth. The committee agreed
with McLaughlin and Pfeifer (1988), who suggested that summative
evaluation schemes “create an organizational climate where little learn-
ing or accountability can take place” (p. 83).

The committee recommended that summative evaluation be re-
placed by a process emphasizing professional growth. Such a process,
formative in nature, would involve teachers working primarily with
other teachers. Accordingly, & new contract was negotiated that re-
placed the mandatory formal evaluation of all teachers with a collabo-
rative model; and every teacher was expected to come up with a
professional growth plan by November 1 of cach year. The district
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provided teachers with resources in the form of research information,
release time, and caretully selected workshops that would help foster
their professional growth. Teachers, in turn, were encouraged to take
full advantage of the opportunity to take a ygreater responsibility for
their professional growth.

The professional growth program in Burnaby has three compo-
nents: (1) school-based professional growth teams, (2) professional
growth plans developed by every teacher (and administrator), and (3)
a model of collaboration that incorporates reflective dialogue, class-
room visitations, and collegial consultation.

The model of collaboration enables teachers to become involved at
different levels, depending on their degree of readiness. It is assumed
that each teacher will view dialogue and reflection as a professional
responsibility and will engage in activities that promote discussion and
the sharing of professional experiences. In addition, teachers may
choose to begin by working with a colleague in some form of collabo-
rative planning and classroom visitations. Finally, for those teachers who
have developed their skills in observation and conferencing, an oppor-
tunity to become involved ina process of peer observation and collegial
consultation (including team teaching) is provided.

At Burnaby, numerous, sessions were held with teachers throughout
the district to introduce *he details of the program. Important as these
sessions were to the begi aning of the program, they were not critical to
its success. The key fact. r was in a deeply embedded set of beliefs and
values about collaboration and teacher professionalism that consti-
tuted the normative basis for action among tecachers and administra-
tors. The groundwork of establishing this culture had taken place for
more than a decade.

One of the carly avenues for experimentation was a teacher devel-
opment project coordinated by Peter Grimmett. Many te «hers used
this opportunity to ¢ngage in collegial consultation, to develop their
professiona. growth plans, and to deal with vital issues and dilemmas
emerging in their classrooms. One such teacher was Paul, who worked
closely with Diane, a colleague in the same department of a secondary
school.

The Case of Paul

Paul was a member of the school's professional growth team. His
professional growth plan focused on his need to expand his repertoire
of teaching approaches. With Dianc (also a member of the school’s
professional growth team), he participated in collaborative planning,
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reciprocal classrcom observation and collegial consultation, and a good
deal of reflection on the research that both teachers had been reading.
Both Paul and Diane viewed the consultation process as successful
when one or both of them discovered something new and practical
about teaching. This case shows a teacher coming to a deep insight as
a colleague challenges him to think through his own instructional
dilemmas.

Paul had taught a lesson along the lines of inductive inquiry and
had invited Diane to observe and give feedback. In the post-conference,
Paul stated that one of his instructional goals was to stimulate students
to want to become involved in the learning process. Although intrigued
by this statement, Diane said it was unspecific and began to probe for
clarification. She asked him to compare the class under discussion with
adifferent class (at a higherlevel) in which Paul maintained that he had
greater success in stimulating student involvement. During this discus-
sion, Paul suddenly realized that, in the class under discussion, he was
asking questions 1 1at were beyond the students’ level of ability.

Paul’s lesson had included a subgroup activity. This activity had
begun immediately after his introduction, which included a set of
directions for the activity. Diane had attempted earlier in the conference
to talk about this aspect of the lesson, but Paul had not nibbled at the
bait. The sudden recognition about the level of his questioning appeared
tofree Paul tolook closcely at the way he had set up the activity. He began
bv acknowledging that he might have spent far too much time on giving
directions. He claborated with specitic details. He had repeated the
directions three or tour times, including writing them on the board.
Diance asked him how long it took him to put them on the board.

At this point in the conference, a look of recognition came across
Paul’s face. He realized that he had written the directions after he had
given them verbally in three different ways. He also realized that he
should have written them on the board at the same time as talking about
them. Like a bolt of lightning, it suddenly struck Paul that because he
took so much time on the directions at the beginning of the activity, he
felt acute time pressure toward the end of the lesson. He realized that
it was this sense of running out of time that had caused him to abandon
his attempt atinductive inquiry and revert to a more traditional instruc-
tional method.

This episode from the case of Paul shows how teachers reflectively
transform their classroom practice through intense—but supportive—
interactions with colleagues. It also shows that, when working interac-
tively, teachers tend to use research-validated knowledge conceptually
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and metaphorically, rather than instrumentally. Both Paul and Diane
were familiar with the research findings on questioning, use of time,
and clarity of direction giving before an activity. However, they did not
make use of these findings in isolation, as if cach had prescriptions for
desirable action in Paul’s classroom practice; rather, they used them as
a conceptual frame to understand the essence of Paul’s dilemma. In the
process, the research on use of instructional time acted as a metaphor
that enabled Paul to interpret not only his observed teaching but also
his personal biography and professional socialization. He began to see
his propensity to escape into didactic instruction as a way of coping
with the anxiety prr 'uced by time pressure. Such understanding is a
first step in undermining the powerful hold that habitual practices exert
over teachers in their ¢tassroom practice. It releases in them fresh
appreciations of what i+ sos=ible and empowers them to do something
about it. In short, it frees *i.. . to transform their practice.

Teachers' Appreciation of Colleglal Consultation

Not only did teachers like Paul gai:i pedagogically from the experi-
ence, but they also acquired a new: found sense of professional esteem.
Paul, for example, was amazed at the ease with which he could sub-
sequently speak frankly with a colleague:

I remiember here thinking, my goodness, I'm not [faking it] at all,

I really am being open and honest, and 1 was amazed because this

represents a change even from the first pre-conference where 1 had a

feeling of awkwardness about opening up, and now [three observa-

tions later] I'm opening up without any degree of discomfort.

What Paul didn’t say, but implied, is that he had been reluctant to open
up with a supervisor. Other teachers noted this verv phenomenon and
commented on how much more beneficial collegial consultation was
than their previous experience of supervision. One teacher, Nancy,
working with Hannah, was definite:
I feel very supported and very good about this [collegial consult-
ation] happening. It boosts me up. and that is really valuable. I'm net

alone in this world. . . . [My advice to other teachers is] find a
compatible partner and do it. The rewards are unexpected and pow-
erful.

Brenda, working with Stephanie, a colleague for whom she had tremen-
dous professional respect, focused on the learning opportunities that
collegial consultation afforded:
I see myself [in this process] as much a learneras a teacher. T am
as much a learner from Stephanie as I am a teacher of Stephanie. . ..
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I think she knows a lot about teaching her subject, about teachin:-
period, about dealing w.th young people that is very valuable for me
to be able to look in on it.

Stephanie, in turn, also appreciated the professional growth opportu-
nities:

I used to toiciate district inservice days when the outside  xperts
flew into town to tell us how to do it. However, I didnt learn anything
from them. I guess they served more of a social need than a profes-
sional one. Working with Brenda is such a contrast. We focus on real
dilemmas of interest. Brenda knows so much and is so supportive, and
together we're finding out lots of new things.

Raymond, working with Jennifer, appreciated collegial consultation for
the opportunities it afforded to communicate respect and to “shift the
expertise”: '

I could have told her how to do all this stuff, . . . but I don't think

that'’s the point. The point is that she feels comfortable with what she
decides todo. . .. I'm not playing dumb, I'm just shifting the expertise.

This last comment contains considerable wisdom. Teacher devel-
opment along transformational lines involves shifting the expertise
from the observer or supervisor to the teacher. Observers respectfully
act on the assumption that teachers hold the key to unraveling their
own instructional dilemmas, thus fostering the supportive but challeng-
ing conditions that permit teachers to engage in the reflective transfor-
mation of their classroom experience.

The preliminary results of the Burnaby teacher development pro-
ject suggest that such transformation occurs when teachers worl col-
laboratively with other teachers in a context framea by a powerful
culture of interdependent collegiality.

w* R %

Reflective transformation of practice permits teachers to use re-
scarch-validated knowledge metaphorically as they creatively (like the
hest scientists) interpret the various dilemmas of practic  -hat daily
arise. It also encourages supervisors to view themselves as practitioners,
like "~ achers, learning their cratt ina collegially supportive atmosphere.
When teachers reflectively transform their classroom experience in
accordance with stu 2nt learning needs, they are likely to witness an
improvement in student achievernent and attitudes.
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Current ASCD Networks
on Supervision

ASCD sponsors numerous networks that help members exchange ideas,
share common interests, identify and solve problems, grow profession-
ally, and establish collegial relationships. Two current networks may be
of particular interest to readers of this book.

Instructional Supervision

Contact: J. McClain Smith, Coordinator, University Programs, Hilliard
City Schools, 5323 Cemetery Road, Hilliard, GH 43026. Telephone:
(614) 771-4273. FAX: (614) 777-2424.

Mentoring Leadership and Resources

Contact: Richard Lange, Director of Staff Development, Prospect
Heights Public Schools, 834 Inverrary Lane, Decrficld, 1L 60015, Tele-
phonc: (708) 870-3857. FAX: (708) 870-3896.
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